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Woodard, Shailee R., M.A., Spring 2021          
Psychology 
Toward a Child-Friendly Worldview Measure 
Chairperson: Rachel L. Severson 
 Worldview is an individual difference construct that is linked to various social, 
behavioral, and mental health outcomes, such as prejudice (Greenberg & Arndt, 2011), 
adaptive versus maladaptive behaviors following a natural disaster (Call, 2012), and 
PTSD symptoms (Jinkerson, 2016). However, very little is known about how worldviews 
develop. Research on child and adolescent worldviews is greatly impeded by the lack of a 
child-friendly worldview measure. This dissertation project aims to fill this gap by 
developing and validating such a measure. This 20-item measure, the Unified Worldview 
Measure – Child Form (UWM-CF), was adapted from a previously-validated adult 
measure of worldviews, the Unified Worldview Measure (UWM; Woodard, 2019). The 
UWM-CF was first piloted on a sample of 33 children 7-9 years old and was then 
administered to 233 adults and 34 additional children 7-9 years old. exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analyses on adult and child responses to the UWM-CF revealed a few 
notable deviations in the factor structure of the UWM-CF compared to the factor 
structure of the UWM. Half of the adult participants were also administered the UWM, 
and participants’ scores on the 20 UWM-CF items and their counterparts on the UWM 
were strongly and significantly correlated. Additionally, 10 non-worldview questions 
were administered to both adult and child participants to assess the discriminant validity 
of the UWM-CF. Five of the 10 non-worldview items loaded strongly onto the UWM-CF 
factor structure, indicating a closer relationship between abstracted, generalized 
worldview beliefs and more concrete, specific beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors. Finally, 
religious and political affiliations of adult participants and the parents of child 
participants predicted participants’ responses to the UWM-CF, evidencing the predictive 
validity of the UWM-CF. The UWM-CF, though not a perfect adaptation of the UWM, is 
a promising start toward the first child-friendly, self-report measure of worldviews. 






Toward a Child-Friendly Worldview Measure 
As both coronavirus and protests against racially motivated police brutality 
continue to sweep the nation, we may feel especially aware of the vast differences in 
ideologies held by those around us. Indeed, we may often feel as though others’ attitudes 
toward and responses to these issues are entirely irreconcilable with our own. It can even 
feel as though others’ conclusions about these events are based on entirely different 
perceptions and experiences. How can this be? A useful starting point in answering this 
question is considering individual differences in worldviews. 
 A worldview is a system of core beliefs, values, and attitudes concerning the 
nature and purpose of the universe and of humanity and how one should live their life. 
These beliefs, values, and attitudes guide our perceptions, interpretations, and interactions 
with the world. As Hedlund-de Witt (2012) put it, worldviews are “inescapable, 
overarching systems of meaning and meaning-making that substantially inform how 
humans interpret, enact, and co-create reality” (p. 75). Indeed, our worldview informs our 
perceptions, cognitions, and behaviors whether or not we realize it (Ibrahim & Heuer, 
2016; Kearney, 1984). Thus, worldviews have been described as the “ultimate parent 
schema” (Koltko-Rivera, 2004) through which all of our experiences are filtered. All 
humans, by virtue of being human, possess a worldview, in the same way that all humans 
possess a personality. In fact, some have postulated that worldviews are one of two 
fundamental components of personality with traits being the other fundamental 
component (Nilsson, 2014a). A focus on both of these components is necessary to fully 
and accurately describe the individual. Additionally, whereas individuals each have their 




system of beliefs, values, and attitudes shared by its members (Hedlund-de Witt et al., 
2014).1 
 Johnson et al. (2011) proposed that worldviews consist of six core dimensions: 
ontology (existential beliefs), epistemology (the extent, validity, and methods of 
acquiring knowledge), axiology (morals and values), teleology (the purpose of the world, 
life, and self), praxeology (behavioral prescriptions), and semiotics (communicating 
information about the world). Other theorists are more expansive or more limited in their 
detailing of worldview dimensions. For example, Koltko-Rivera (2004) broke 
worldviews down into much more specific dimensions and employed a different 
organization. He proposed a total of 42 dimensions which he organized into seven 
categories: human nature, will, cognition, behavior, interpersonal, truth, and world and 
life (see Table 1). Though these and other worldview theorists employ different methods 
of breaking down and organizing worldview dimensions, they all tend to have existential, 
evaluative, and proscriptive components.  
Table 1  
Worldview Dimensions Proposed by Koltko-Rivera (2004) 
Human Nature Group 
Moral Orientation: Are humans inherently good or evil? 
Mutability: Do humans fundamentally stay the same or can 
they change? 
Complexity: Are humans complex or simple? 
Will Group 
Agency: Do humans have free will or is all behavior 
determined by outside forces? 
 
1 Social axioms, like worldviews, are “generalized beliefs” about the world that transcend contexts and vary 
among individuals (Leung & Bond, 2004). However, social axioms are specifically those social beliefs that 
ascertain a relationship between two entities (e.g., “powerful people tend to exploit others”). Thus, social 
axioms can be thought of as specific kinds of worldview beliefs. Worldviews are often operationalized as 




Table 1, cont. 
Worldview Dimensions Proposed by Koltko-Rivera (2004) 
Will Group, cont. 
Determining Factors: Are humans more influenced by their 
innate nature with which they are born or by their environment, 
circumstances, and unique experiences? 
Intrapsychic: Is behavior chosen rationally or are we ruled by 
irrational or unconscious forces? 
Cognition Group  
Knowledge: Does truth come from authority, tradition, senses, 
rationality, science, intuition, divination, revelation, or none of 
these? 
Consciousness: Is the ego the highest state of human 




Time Orientation: Is the past, present, or future more 
important? 
Activity Direction: Should one be focused on inward qualities 
or outward qualities of the self? 
Activity Satisfaction: Should one be continuously striving 
forward or making the most of the current state? 
Moral Source: Do moral guidelines come from humans or 
from a transcendent force such as a deity? 
Moral Standard: Are moral guidelines absolute or relative to 
the situation? 
Moral Relevance: Are society’s moral guidelines personally 
relevant to oneself or not? 
Control Location: Are the outcomes of one’s life determined 
by one’s own actions, personality, luck, randomness, fate, 
society, and/or divinity? 
Control Disposition: Do societal forces/institutions work in 
one’s favor, to one’s disadvantage, or neither? 
Action Efficacy: Is change made most effectively by direct 





Table 1, cont. 
Worldview Dimensions Proposed by Koltko-Rivera (2004) 
Interpersonal Group 
Otherness: Are others intolerable or tolerable? 
Relation to Authority: Is a linear (hierarchical) or lateral 
relationship among groups better? 
Relation to Group: Is the individual’s needs and desires a 
priority over the group’s (individualism), or is the group’s 
needs and desires a priority over those of the individual 
(collectivism)? 
Relation to Humanity: Is one’s in-group superior and 
deserving of rights and priorities, is it equal to one’s out-group, 
or is it inferior to one’s out-group? 
Relation to Biosphere: Are human beings superior to other 
life on Earth, are they equivalent to other nonhuman animals, 
or are they equivalent to all other forms of life? 
Sexuality: Is the purpose of sexual activity procreation or 
pleasure? And is the relationship between sexual partners 
important to sexual activity or not? 
Connection: Should individuals be dependent on their social 
groups, independent from their social groups, or 
interdependent? 
Interpersonal Justice: Are interactions between individuals 
generally just, unjust, or random? 
Sociopolitical Justice: Are the actions of the greater social and 
political bodies just, unjust, or random? 
Interaction: Are social interactions for competition, 
cooperation, or disengagement? 
Correction: Should those who transgress social standards be 
rehabilitated or face retribution? 
Truth Group 
Scope: Is truth universal or relative? 
Possession: Do people possess all the truth there is or is there 





Table 1, cont. 
Worldview Dimensions Proposed by Koltko-Rivera (2004) 
Truth Group, cont. 
Availability: Is the most truth held by my in-group or is the 
same amount held by other groups as well? 
World and Life 
Group 
Ontology: Is there a spiritual reality to our universe or is 
everything quotidian matter an energy? 
Cosmos: Did the universe come to be due to random events or 
because of some transcendent plan? 
Unity: Is there a singular reality in which paradoxes and 
conflicts are transcended or are there may different and 
conflicting realities? 
Deity: Is there a singular, omnipotent and omnipresent god; 
human-like god, gods, or goddesses; no way to know of simply 
unsure if there are deities or not; or no deities at all? 
Nature-Consciousness: Is the natural, nonhuman world 
conscious or not conscious? 
Humanity-Nature: What is the relationship humanity and 
nature should have? Subjugation of humans by nature, 
harmony between the two, or mastery of nature by humans? 
World Justice: Is the world just, unjust, or neither and simply 
random? 
Well-Being: Does knowledge about how to further well-being 
come from science and logic or from a transcendent force? 
Explanation: Can events be explained through formism 
(because of a class or category), mechanism (as a result of 
cause-and-effect chains), organicism (because of organic 
processes), and/or contextualism (because of the context)? 
Worth of Life: Is life worthwhile and are individuals able to 
find fulfillment and society able to progress, or is life 
inevitably headed for deterioration? 
Purpose of Life: Is the purpose of life survival, pleasure, 
belonging, recognition, power, achievement, self-actualization, 





In the sections that follow, I dive deeper into current theory and research on 
worldviews, including the behavioral, mental health, and social impacts of worldviews, 
and the cognitive, social, and genetic components of worldview development. Then, I 
discuss the scarcity of research on worldview development and explain how the proposed 
project seeks to create and validate a child-friendly measure of worldviews to fill this 
gap. 
Current Worldview Theory and Research 
 Although the modern conceptualization of the worldview construct was 
instantiated decades ago, there is still relatively little research on worldviews, especially 
when one considers just how fundamental the construct is to daily functioning according 
to worldview theory. Furthermore, the research that has been conducted on worldviews 
tends to occur in isolated pockets with different labs focusing on one specific facet of 
worldviews (and, typically, using their own unique measure of worldviews). The 
following paragraphs summarize these various pockets of research across three broad 
categories: social, behavioral, and mental health effects of worldviews.  
Social Effects of Worldviews 
 One pocket of worldview research is that of Terror Management Theory (TMT). 
TMT is predicated on the idea that consciousness, although an enormous functional 
adaptation for humanity, creates its own challenges which require additional adaptations. 
Namely, conscious awareness includes awareness of existential threats, including 
mortality (see Koole et al., 2006). According to TMT, the conscious awareness of 
mortality coupled with our basic drive to avoid death can result in terror, which in turn 




Worldviews serve as a functional adaptation to this terror. Worldviews effectively 
manage existential terror (hence the name “Terror Management Theory”) by imbuing 
“external reality with order, stability, meaning, and purpose” and offering ways in which 
individuals can endure (symbolically or literally) after death (Greenberg & Arndt, 2011, 
p. 402). For example, if an individual’s worldview emphasizes the interconnectedness of 
all living things on Earth, one might feel as though their life and death have meaning in 
the grand scheme. Their life benefits from the life and death of other beings on Earth and 
vice-versa. This belief provides the individual with a sense of continuity after death and 
gives their life a sense of structure and purpose.  
 Still, simply possessing a worldview does not eliminate existential dread. When 
individuals are reminded of their mortality, they deal with the dread that ensues by 
clinging ever more tightly to their worldviews. Indeed, when mortality is made salient in 
an experimental setting (e.g., by having participants journal about their death or walk by 
a cemetery on their way to the experiment), participants tend to more strongly endorse 
their own worldview beliefs and to be less tolerant of differing worldviews (i.e., show 
stronger negative out-group biases; Greenberg & Arndt, 2011). Furthermore, the 
relationship between mortality salience and worldview appears to be bi-directional, as 
threats to one’s worldview also increase the accessibility of death-related thoughts (as 
measured by an ambiguous word-completion task; Greenberg & Arndt, 2011). These 
findings provide insights into stereotyping, reactions to the sick or differentially abled, 
and politics (including radicalization and affinity toward charismatic leaders (see 
Greenberg & Arndt, 2011 for more). Although mortality salience tends to lead to greater 




belief in literal immortality or life after death weakens the effects of mortality salience, 
likely because reminders of death produce less anxiety that needs to be managed (Ai et 
al., 2014). Furthermore, mortality salience increases participants’ endorsements of 
religious beliefs regarding the afterlife, which tend to profess literal life after death. 
Additionally, according to research by Greenberg and Arndt (2011), worldviews that 
center around prosocial behavior and out-group tolerance are less likely to show strong 
negative out-group biases under mortality salience.  
Behavioral Effects of Worldviews 
 Another pocket of worldview research focuses on the behavioral outcomes of 
specific beliefs. For example, individuals with stronger beliefs in a favorable future 
(BFF) tend to take fewer practical steps toward the future they desire. One study showed 
that those with high BFF are less likely to take action to support a cause they believe in 
(Rogers et al., 2017). This is likely because those with high BFF tend to believe that the 
cause will succeed even without their direct support. Religious beliefs have also been tied 
to behaviors. For example, a study of Indonesian communities following a natural 
disaster found that those with religious worldviews took fewer steps toward mitigating 
the effects of future disasters (e.g., creating evacuation routes) than those with secular 
worldviews (Call, 2012). This could be because those with religious worldviews believed 
that they had comparably less agency in mitigating future disasters than those with 
secular worldviews. Furthermore, sustainable behaviors appear to be influenced by 
worldviews, as those with worldviews that focus on inner growth and contemporary 
spirituality alongside pro-environmental attitudes were more likely to engage in 




secular materialism (Hedlund-de Witte et al., 2014). Worldviews have further been tied 
to conflict resolution, vocational choice (Leung & Bond, 2004), and risk-taking behaviors 
(Dake, 1991). Clearly, worldviews have far-reaching effects across a wide variety of 
behaviors. 
Mental Health Effects of Worldviews 
 Worldviews also affect the mental health of their holders. Among African 
Americans, for example, those who endorse fewer beliefs in areas such as spiritualism 
and communalism (hallmarks of what the authors call an “African-centered worldview”) 
tend to have different reactions to depression than those with a more African-centered 
worldview (Walker et al., 2010). Specifically, those with a less African-centered 
worldview reported fewer reasons for living as feelings of hopelessness increases, 
whereas those with a more African-centered worldview reported less justification for 
living as depressive symptoms increase. These subtle differences in depression 
experiences have important implications for clinical treatment and research.  
 Further, differing worldviews can influence veterans’ experience of PTSD. For 
example, those who believed humans to be permanent and unchanging, and those who 
held more individualistic beliefs, values, and attitudes had higher PTSD symptoms. 
Furthermore, those who endorsed more egalitarian relationships with authority (as 
opposed to hierarchical relationships) had greater hindsight bias, PTSD symptoms, and 
feelings of guilt and anxiety as well as lower subjective meaning in life (Jinkerson, 2016). 
In other words, greater PTSD symptoms were partially the result of worldviews that 
professed personal responsibility and blame as well as fewer chances to move on and 




call perceived helplessness. Thus, because our worldviews so deeply inform our 
perceptions, experiences, and resulting behaviors, they have huge implications for mental 
health.  
Cognitive, Social, and Genetic Development of Worldviews  
 Given the links between worldviews and these important social, behavioral, and 
mental health outcomes, an understanding of how worldviews develop is vital. However, 
research on worldview development is sparse and tends to focus on the development of 
one specific aspect of worldviews instead of the construct as a whole. Nonetheless, this 
research is still highly informative in understanding the development of a worldview. 
According to Legare’s (2019) review of cultural belief development, individuals form 
their beliefs through exploration, observation, participation, imitation, and instruction. 
This section reviews literature that covers all five of these processes. First, I cover the 
cognitive foundations of one’s worldview, followed by social transmission of worldview 
beliefs and the genetic factors that influence worldviews. I also discuss the characteristics 
of beliefs, values, and attitudes that make them more likely to be incorporated into one’s 
worldview. I conclude this section by reviewing the development of three key worldview 
components: values, moral beliefs, and metaphysical beliefs.  
Cognitive Development of Worldviews 
 As the worldview is the overarching framework for our perceptions, 
interpretations, and interactions (the “ultimate parent schema”), the earliest, most basic 
building blocks of the worldview is found in an infant’s earliest schemas. The infant 
forms these schemas through their observation of and interaction with the world. These 




nonetheless, infants and children use their early system of schemas to guide their 
perceptions, interpretations, and interactions with the world just like adults use their 
worldviews (Richter & Kruglanski, 2004). For example, if a parent fails to respond to the 
needs of a child, that child may form a schema for “parent” that includes the belief that 
the parent will not help the child meet their needs. Schemas are interconnected, and 
schemas for similar concepts are likely to be strongly connected. So, the child may also 
assume that other adults cannot help the child meet their needs due to the conceptual link 
between the child’s parent and other adults. Thus, this child may develop a worldview 
belief that they cannot rely on others to help them satisfy their needs. This belief may 
become part of an even more abstracted, generalized belief that the world is a cold and 
uncaring place. This generalized belief can then inform perceptions, interpretations, and 
interactions across a variety of contexts.  
However, this generalized belief is not an unchanging influence over one’s 
perceptions and experiences. Indeed, new experiences constantly modify these beliefs, 
getting “rooted in the network of understandings that comprise the worldview, and the 
worldview is perpetually revised as new experiences are assimilated” (Gabora, 2000). 
Thus, experiences continuously form the worldview from the bottom up, while the 
worldview simultaneously informs these experiences from the top down. Experiences 
that are more memorable are more likely to be incorporated and more likely to be deeply 
incorporated into one’s worldview (Norenzayan & Atran, 2004). More memorable 
experiences are generally those that are surprising or emotionally evocative – elements 
that help the experience stand out in one’s memory and thus be recalled and thought 




assimilated into one’s worldview to a greater extent. At times, experiences can 
substantially change the existing worldview. For example, traumatic events can call into 
question one’s core worldview beliefs, such as a belief that the world is fair and just. 
These core beliefs are related to many other beliefs, values, and attitudes within the 
worldview, and thus a change to these core beliefs affects all of these interrelated beliefs 
(Carey, 1999).  
Based on the schematic structure of worldviews, one might expect a worldview to 
be a cohesive unit wherein all of the encompassed beliefs, values, and attitudes are 
logically related. To an extent, this expectation is supported by the data. For example, 
priority rankings of conceptually related values are positively correlated (Schwartz et al., 
2001), and both children and adults who hold religious beliefs are more likely to believe 
that prayer can affect future events whereas wishing cannot (Lane, 2020). Additionally, 
when individuals increase their belief in the flexibility of intelligence, they also tend to 
show increased support of policies based on equal resource allocation as opposed to 
merit-based allocation (Rattan et al., 2012). However, beliefs, values, and attitudes in a 
single worldview are not always logically interrelated. For example, politically 
conservative individuals are more likely to interpret the Bible literally (Narvaez et al., 
1999) even though these two ideas have only a weak conceptual link. To explain how 
these and other seemingly unrelated beliefs are encompassed in a single worldview, I turn 
to social processes of worldview development (what Legare, 2019 referred to as 
participation, imitation, and instruction).  




Social learning from infancy through early childhood takes place primarily in the 
child’s home with their primary caregivers. Thus, parents have an enormous influence on 
children’s worldview development. Indeed, parent and child worldviews are significantly 
positively correlated (Kohn et al., 1986). There are many factors that just how positively 
correlated parents’ and children’s beliefs, values, and attitudes are. The most faithful 
transmission of worldviews from parent to child occurs when the parent has an 
authoritative parenting style (as opposed to authoritarian, permissive, or uninvolved; 
Fraley, 2012; Pratt et al., 2003), when the child has a secure attachment to their parent, 
and when the child has an accurate understanding of what their parent’s beliefs, values, 
and attitudes are (Whitbeck & Gecas, 1988). Even discipline can be a form of 
transmitting parents’ worldviews, as long as the child (1) is able to perceive the beliefs, 
values, or attitudes driving the discipline, (2) views the discipline as appropriate, and (3) 
has an intrinsic motivation to accept the beliefs, values, or attitudes (Grusec & Goodnow, 
1994).  
Thus, parent-child belief transmission is most likely when there is a close 
relationship between the parent and the child, the child knows what their parent’s beliefs 
are, and the child feels a sense of personal agency in taking on aspects of their parent’s 
worldview. Indeed, personal agency plays a significant role in the development of 
worldviews, and children’s worldviews differ from those of their parents largely because 
of this personal agency. For example, older children and adolescents have impressive 
levels of metacognitive awareness of their worldviews, and they can monitor the 
experiences that influence their worldviews as well as identify gaps and inconsistencies 




There are also contextual influences on parent-child worldview transmission. 
These influences can be sorted into three categories: (1) mesosystem-level (the various 
contexts and environments of the child), (2) exosystem-level (the various contexts and 
environments of the parent), and (3) chronosystem-level (longitudinal changes to these 
contexts and environments; Bronfenbrenner, 1986). For example, a child growing up in 
poverty is more likely to value money (a mesosystem-level influence; Kasser et al., 
1995). Further, if a parent holds a job in which they are not afforded much autonomy, the 
parent is less likely to transmit the value of autonomy to their child (an exosystem-level 
influence on the child’s worldview development; Kohn et al., 1986). Finally, a large 
social or political shift (such as that during the time of Germany’s reunification) acts as a 
chronosystem-level influence and affects the transmission of worldviews from parent to 
child. In the example of German reunification, children born during this period have 
worldviews that are more divergent from their parents’ worldviews compared to parent-
child dyads before and after reunification (Boehnke, 2009).  
Furthermore, there are certain kinds of beliefs, values, and attitudes that are more 
likely to be socially transmitted than others. Conway and Schaller (2007) identified three 
characteristics of a belief that facilitate its transmission between individuals: stickiness 
(how memorable it is), pitchiness (how likely it is to be shared), and catchiness (how 
likely it is to be received by the individual). Conway and Schaller agree with Norenzayan 
and Atran (2004) that more surprising beliefs are more memorable, and they further 
explain that beliefs that fill an epistemic need (that is, they explain something about the 




Therefore, beliefs, values, and attitudes are more likely to be incorporated into one’s 
worldview if they are more sticky, pitchy, and catchy. 
Genetic Influences on Worldview Development 
Finally, genetics can influence the likelihood that certain beliefs are transmitted 
and incorporated into one’s worldview. In one study on monozygotic and dizygotic twins, 
genetic factors predicted an impressive 29% of the variance in twins’ rankings of 
Schwartz’s self-transcendence values, 47% of the variance in self-enhancement values, 
and 31% of the variance in conservatism values (Döring et al., 2015). In the same study, 
however, openness to change values appeared to be completely explained by shared and 
non-shared environmental factors. Beliefs, values, and attitudes with a genetic component 
also tend to be beliefs that fill an epistemic need and are thus, as described by Conway 
and Schaller (2007) more pitchy and catchy.  
Cross-Cultural Considerations 
 The more significant and perhaps most interesting differences in individuals’ 
worldview and worldview development likely occurs across different cultures. However, 
much of the literature described thus far relies exclusively on samples of convenience 
from the United States. Here, I describe current theory and research on cultural 
similarities and differences in worldview content, organization, and development. There 
are three broad perspectives one can take in approaching these cross-cultural differences: 
(a) that culture merely determines the details of development, whereas mechanisms and 
content are largely universal, (b) that cultures determine different goals for development 
though the mechanisms for development are largely the same, and (c) that all aspects of 




thus direct comparison is impossible (Bukowski & Sippola, 1998). The second, more 
moderate perspective seems to be the most useful and supported model. Thus, I expect 
that the mechanisms of worldview development are universal, but culture and other 
contextual factors influence the content of worldviews and the specific processes of 
worldview development.  
 Data from Henrich, Heine, and Norenzayan’s (2010) seminal piece on WEIRD 
science seem to support this perspective. The authors detail several points of cultural 
convergence and divergence that are relevant to worldview development. In the 
epistemological domain, for example, those in industrialized cultures tend to make 
inferences about biological concepts using prior knowledge from similar entities, whereas 
those in non-industrialized cultures tend to utilize ecological context when making these 
folkbiological inductions. For example, American undergraduate students may infer 
qualities of a new species of bird based on a “typical bird” that shares many qualities with 
other birds, whereas individuals of Yukatek Maya communities in Mexico may instead 
rely on their knowledge of the wild turkey – not because it is the most typical bird of 
region, but because of its cultural significance. Both industrialized and non-industrialized 
nations, however, demonstrate a degree of psychological essentialism in their conceptual 
development of living things (that is, living things have underlying qualities that make 
them what they are, without which they would be something different).  
Much attention has also been paid to the differences in self-concept between 
Eastern and Western cultures, where the former is more interdependent and the latter 
more independent from social groups. This difference also manifests in reasoning. 




cultures, which analyze the object in isolation and use analytical reasoning. This 
potentially has huge implications for the organization of schemas, including one’s overall 
worldview. Together, these findings suggest that the basic mechanisms and processes of 
worldview development are universal, but the content and the specifics of this 
development are open to cultural influence. Cross-cultural similarities and differences are 
revisited in the following sections that detail the development of three specific aspects of 
worldviews: values, moral beliefs, and metaphysical beliefs. 
Value Development 
Döring et al. (2016) define values as general goals that “motivate different 
behavior[s] across areas in life” (p. 473). Schwartz et al.’s (2001) circumplex model of 
values is perhaps the most well-known and well-researched model. Schwartz et al.’s 
model consists of 10 values spread across four categories: self-transcendence, 
conservation, self-enhancement, and openness to change (see Figure 1). The 10 values 
are organized around a circle wherein values that are most similar are next to each other, 
and values that are in contrast to each other are on opposite sides of the circle. These 10 
values and their interrelations are present in children as young as seven years both from 
various cultural contexts (Ciecieuch et al., 2016; Collins et al., 2017; Döring et al., 2015; 
Liem et al., 2011). However, developmental changes in values still occur throughout 
childhood and adolescence. Specifically, children show more variability in their value 
priorities when they are younger (e.g., 11-year-olds have more stability in their value 
priorities than 7-year-olds), and adolescents tend to place greater importance on self-
enhancement and openness to change values and comparatively less importance on self-




2016; Döring et al., 2016). Beyond age-related differences, significant life events can 
influence value priorities. For example, a traumatic event can trigger a shift in values 
wherein security values gain relative importance (Döring et al., 2016). Finally, cultural 
differences play an interesting role in values across contexts. Specifically, immigrant 
adolescents show greater contextual variability in their value priorities, likely due to the 
difference in value priorities between the dominant culture of the adolescents’ family and 
the adolescents’ country of residence (Daniel et al., 2012).  
Figure 1.  
Schwartz et al.’s (2001) Circumplex Model of Values 
Moral Belief Development 
 Morals are beliefs that distinguish what is good from what is bad from the 
perspective of justice or care for others. Like values, moral beliefs guide our behavior, 
but they do so through the idea of “right” and “wrong” instead of through general life 






















necessarily believe that self-direction is morally wrong, but they do believe it is more 
important to attain security than self-direction. Likewise, one can believe that harming 
others is morally wrong and caring for others is morally right while still prioritizing other 
values over universalism and benevolence.  
Interestingly, justice and care for others appear to be innate, universal moral 
concerns that do not need to be taught (Nucci, 1987; Turiel, 2006). Nonetheless, there are 
developmental changes associated with moral beliefs. These beliefs, like other aspects of 
the worldview, are more basic and literal in young children and become more abstracted 
and complex with age. For example, young children believe that resources should be 
distributed equally, but older children, like adults, take into consideration contextual 
factors, such as an individual’s history, when making moral decisions (Turiel, 2006).  
 One hugely influential theory of moral development is that of Kohlberg 
(Kohlberg, Levine, & Hewer, 1983), who outlined six stages of moral development. In 
infancy, morality consists of obedience to rules set by an authority (e.g., parents) so as to 
avoid punishment. In preschool-aged children, the focus of “right and wrong” is still 
centered around the self, but now encompasses both avoiding punishments and seeking 
rewards. These first two stages are together known as the pre-conventional stages. As 
children age, they move onto the third stage, which consists of securing approval from 
authorities (e.g., parents and teachers) and earning the title of “good child” by adhering to 
social norms. Next, children begin to adhere to a set of fixed rules that maintain social 
order (e.g., laws). The third and fourth stages are termed the conventional stages. In 
adolescence, individuals enter the fifth stage and begin to understand that there are 




moral rules need to be flexible. The final stage is achieved in adulthood and consists of 
an understanding of deep, universal moral rules that transcend laws. These final two 
stages are known as the post-conventional stages. Turiel (1974; 1977) expanded on 
Kohlberg’s original theory, paying particular attention to children’s and adolescents’ 
transitions between the moral stages. Turiel concluded that the first step in transitioning 
between moral stages is the perception that one’s current moral beliefs are inadequate in 
solving particular moral dilemmas. This perception may cause a temporary regression to 
more basic moral reasoning. Eventually, most individuals are able to construct more 
advanced (that is, more abstracted and complex) moral beliefs that can adequately resolve 
more complex moral dilemmas, thus progressing to the next stage of moral development.  
 In response to Kohlberg’s theory of moral development, social psychologists 
Haidt and Joseph (2004) proposed a theory of moral reasoning that better accounted for 
cultural similarities and differences in moral beliefs. According to their Moral 
Foundations Theory, moral beliefs that were formed following rational deliberation were 
not actually used to make moral decisions. Instead, moral decisions were quick, intuitive, 
and did not allow time to apply rational moral beliefs. According to this theory, there are 
six universal moral foundations that we use to make intuitive moral decisions: Care 
versus Harm, Fairness versus Cheating, Loyalty versus Betrayal, Authority versus 
Subversion, Sanctity versus Degradation, and Liberty versus Oppression. Although 
universal, there are still cultural differences in the interpretation and application of these 
foundations. For example, harmless but disrespectful or disgusting actions, such as 
cleaning a toilet bowl with a flag, were thought to be matters of social convention or 




to be moral transgressions among other groups, particularly Brazilians (Haidt et al., 
1993).   
Metaphysical Belief Development 
 Metaphysical beliefs, which include religious, supernatural, and fantastical 
beliefs, refer to the existence of a reality beyond normal human perception. There is 
much interest in how children’s metaphysical beliefs differ from those of adults. 
However, children’s and adults’ metaphysical beliefs, both religious and non-religious, 
are much more similar to one another than one might expect. Children as young as 3 
years old are quite accurate in distinguishing fantasy from reality, and both children and 
adults engage in similar levels of fantastical thought (Woolley, 1997). For example, both 
adults and children act as if (or “make-believe” that) inanimate objects have emotions or 
intentions when they do not explicitly believe so (Woolley, 1997). Nonetheless, 
developmental changes are observed in children’s metaphysical beliefs. For example, 
religious and spiritual beliefs tend to become more personalized in adolescence and 
young adulthood than in previous stages of life (Barry et al., 2010). Still, there is not 
much difference in the extent of religious beliefs across childhood and early adulthood, 
with similar rates of religious and spiritual beliefs across these age groups (Barry et al., 
2010; Hill, 2011). As the evidence reviewed in this section suggests, worldviews 
generally become more complex, abstract, and stable with age, though beliefs and values 
are already quite well-developed by middle childhood.  
Gaps in the Literature 
 Although there is some research on worldviews, including the social, behavioral, 




on the development of worldviews reviewed above, this literature provides a far from a 
comprehensive understanding of the construct. Indeed, worldview literature thus far has 
been conducted in isolated pockets and has focused on certain (limited) aspects of 
worldviews. Often, these pockets of research utilize different operationalizations and 
measurements of worldviews, further limiting the degree to which they can be compiled 
into a cohesive worldview theory. These different worldview measurements consist of 
distinct factor structures. In identifying a factor structure, a larger set of observed 
variables, such as items on a measure, is analyzed and items are grouped together based 
on their intercorrelations. A group of intercorrelated variables is said to represent a factor 
–that is, a latent variable driving the intercorrelations among the observed variables. 
Whereas some studies have identified two factors that each represent contrasting 
worldviews (e.g., Arcadian Worldview and Imperial Worldview; Devlin, 1995), other 
studies have identified several factors that can be used to describe numerous unique 
worldviews (e.g., the five factors of inner growth, contemporary spirituality, traditional 
god, focus on money, and secular materialism; Hedlund-de Witt et al., 2014). The latter 
type of factor structures is quite prevalent in personality research. Perhaps the most 
notable use of this method is the Five Factor Model of personality (Costa & McCrae, 
1985), which consists of five personality factors on which an individual is scored 
independently, creating abundant possible combinations of the five factors (and thus, 
abundant possible personality types).  
The lack of consensus on worldview factor structures is largely the result of factor 
analyses applied to different measures that each cover widely discrepant worldview 




worldview measures with divergent factor structures to distill the factor structure that best 
captures participants’ responses across these varied measures. Exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analyses resulted in five factors: Humanism and Harmony, 
Secularism, Eastern-based Spirituality, Self-Sufficiency, and the Determinism. 
Importantly, exploratory factor analyses identified more than five factors, but these five 
factors explained the greatest proportion of variability in participants’ responses across 
the five combined measures. Therefore, this five-factor structure, like Costa and 
McCrae’s (1985) Five Factor Model of personality, balances parsimony and 
comprehensiveness by capturing a large portion of the individual’s worldview while 
maintaining a manageable set of factors. See Table 2 for the five factors and 41 items of 
Unified Worldview Measure (UWM; Woodard, 2019).  
Table 2 
Factor Structure of the Unified Worldview Measure (UWM) 
Factor 1: Humanism and Harmony (Eigenvalue λ = 9.57) 
Items Loadings 
We should all try to take care of each other. .913 
People should consider other people’s feelings.  .876 
Every person has the potential to do good. .733 
We should encourage small, supportive groups in society.  .669 
I believe it is more important to be a good person rather than a successful 
person.  
.667 
Nature should be protected from being damaged by human activity. .647 
Basically, all human beings have a great potential for good.  .640 





Table 2, cont.  
Factor Structure of the Unified Worldview Measure (UWM) 
Factor 1, cont.: Humanism and Harmony (Eigenvalue λ = 9.57) 
Items Loadings 
We are healthier when we live in harmony with our natural world. .578 
I want to contribute to society in my own, unique way. .561 
I see life as one big growth-process. .557 
Corresponds to the following Koltko-Rivera (2004) dimensions: 
Human Nature group: Moral Orientation, Mutability  
Behavior group: Activity Direction, Activity Satisfaction 
Interpersonal group: Connection, Interaction, Relation to Group, Relation to Humanity 
World and Life group: Humanity-Nature, Purpose of Life 
Factor 2: Secularism (Eigenvalue λ = 6.11) 
Items Loadings 
Science is the only source of trustworthy knowledge. .875 
Prayer may make someone feel good, but otherwise it is pointless. .844 
It is pure coincidence that human life has developed on Earth. .760 
Regarding my life, after death everything is over. .742 
I find the whole idea of ‘spirituality’ or ‘something spiritual’ nonsense. .705 
When people say they feel joy through spiritual experiences, this is just the 
power of suggestion. 
.681 
After death, my soul goes to an absolutely peaceful place, the Heaven. -.525 
I take a moment for prayer or meditation regularly. -.475 







Table 2, cont. 
Factor Structure of the Unified Worldview Measure (UWM) 
 
Factor 2, cont.: Secularism (Eigenvalue λ = 6.11) 
Corresponds to the following Koltko-Rivera (2004) dimensions: 
World and Life group: Deity, Ontology, and Cosmos 
Factor 3: Eastern-Based Spirituality (Eigenvalue λ = 4.32) 
Items Loadings 
After death my substance unifies with the universe or the big whole. .864 
After death my soul connects with the world spirit or the infinite force. .838 
I believe in reincarnation, that is to say, that we will be born again in this 
world after our death. 
.765 
When overcoming my ego, I reach enlightenment (Nirvana) and peace. .704 
Nothing is really ‘dead’; spirit infuses everything and everyone. .688 
I see the Earth and humanity as part of an ensouled or spiritual reality. .684 
We can receive messages from spirits. .661 
Some people possess actual spiritual powers like healing and being able to 
foresee the future. 
.533 
Corresponds to the following Koltko-Rivera (2004) dimensions: 
Cognition group: Knowledge, Consciousness  
World and Life group: Ontology 
Factor 4: Self-Reliance (Eigenvalue λ = 3.08) 
Items Loadings 
Anyone who really wants to work can get a job. .773 
If people really want to succeed, they'll overcome any kind of 
discrimination. 
.726 
Social welfare programs just prevent people from working toward taking 






Table 2, cont. 
Factor Structure of the Unified Worldview Measure (UWM) 
 
 
Note. Items were retained for having communalities and factor loadings of at least .40, no 
Factor 4, cont.:  Self-Reliance (Eigenvalue λ = 3.08) 
Items Items 
If you work hard and manage your money well, you’ll never have to worry 
about being poor. 
.701 
When poor people do drugs, it’s because they don’t want to improve 
themselves.  
.683 
Unemployment exists because some people don’t want to work. .653 
No other group of people can keep you down if you are determined to 
succeed. 
.606 
Corresponds to the following Koltko-Rivera (2004) dimensions: 
Will group: Agency, Intrapsychic 
Behavior group: Activity Satisfaction, Control Location 
Factor 5: Determinism (Eigenvalue λ = 1.67) 
Items Loadings 
The feeling that we have personal choice is actually just an illusion. .812 
The idea of "free will" is a joke: there is no such thing. .793 
People only believe in "free will" because they are taught to believe in it. .632 
Human beings are like computers: controlled by their programming, and 
without real choice. 
.610 
Free will with a part of human nature -.508 
People really have "free will" in making choices for their lives. -.500 
Corresponds to the following Koltko-Rivera (2004) dimensions: 




significant cross-loadings, and inter-item correlations below .70. Factors were named 
based on the themes present in their retained items. 
 
Although the UWM fills one gap in the literature by providing a comprehensive 
measure of fully formed, adult worldviews, the field still lacks a child-friendly measure 
of worldviews, which would be invaluable in investigating worldview development. 
Certainly, the research presented above on belief and value development is applicable to 
worldview development, but there is very little research on worldview development as a 
whole, and there is almost no research on worldview development that is based on direct 
measurements of children and adolescents’ worldviews. A child-friendly measure of 
worldviews would be enormously helpful in working toward a comprehensive theory of 
worldview development. Such a measure would increase the efficiency and reliability of 
child and adolescent worldview data, lending to more cross-sectional and longitudinal 
applications. Thus, a child-friendly worldview measure would be a pivotal tool in tracing 
the developmental foundation and changes of a worldview through childhood and 
adolescence and identifying the factors that influence worldview development and 
produce individual differences in worldviews. The present research sought to create such 
a measure. 
The Present Research 
  In order to properly measure worldview development, one must ensure that the 
instruments are capturing the same worldview construct in children, adolescents, and 
adults. To increase the chance that this new child-friendly worldview measure is valid in 




(UWM-CF), was modeled after an existing adult measure, the Unified Worldview 
Measure (UWM; Woodard, 2019) and was tested to determine whether it captures the 
same latent variables as its adult counterpart (evidence that the UWM and UWM-CF are 
measuring the same psychological construct).  
 The present research consists of two studies. The first study sought to validate a 
child-friendly version of the adult Unified Worldview Measure (UWM; Woodard, 2019) 
on a sample of adults, and the second study aimed to extend this finding by validating the 
UWM-CF on a sample of children. Both studies used confirmatory and exploratory factor 
analyses on the 20 UWM-CF items and 10 non-worldview items to determine whether 
the 20 UWM-CF items mapped onto the same five factors as their counterpart items on 
the UWM and whether the 10 non-worldview items loaded weakly and randomly across 
these five factors (evidence of the discriminant validity of the UWM-CF). Additionally, 
adult participants and parents of child participants were asked questions about their 
religious and political beliefs and practices, which were used to predict participants’ 
responses to the UWM-CF (evidence of the predictive validity of the UWM-CF). Finally, 
half of the adult participants were administered the UWM in addition to the UWM-CF. If 
factor scores and item scores on these two measures are highly correlated, this would 









Montana Minds Lab Family Registry (n = 39), comprised of families who have 
volunteered to be contacted when they are eligible for a Minds Lab study and (2) 
Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk; n = 275), an online platform where individuals 
complete tasks for pay, which has been successfully utilized in psychology research to 
access to a large number of participants who are more diverse than the participant pools 
that universities have to offer (Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). After excluding the 
participants who did not pass the quality control question (see Measures section below), 
233 participants (33 from the Minds Lab Family Registry and 200 from MTurk) were 
used for analyses. With 20 items on the UWM-CF, this sample size meets the 
recommendation of five to 10 participants per measurement item for factor analyses 
(Comrey & Lee, 1992). Regarding race and ethnic origins, 75.11% of the 233 participants 
used for analyses reported being White/European, 7.73% Black/African, 6.44% East 
Asian, 3.43% multiple races/ethnicities, 3% Native American/American Indian, 2.15% 
Hispanic/Latin/Central/South American, .86% Indian, and .86% preferred not to 
disclosure their race or ethnicity. Participants who were recruited through the Minds Lab 
Family Registry were able to enter a drawing for one of three $50 Visa gift certificates, 
and MTurk participants who passed the quality control question were paid $0.50. Contact 
information was kept separately from participants’ data so as to maintain the 
confidentiality of participants’ questionnaire responses.  
Measures  
Unified Worldview Measure-Child Form (UWM-CF). To create a shorter, 
child-friendly version of the UWM, four items from each of the five UWM factors were 




original 41 adult UWM items to 20 UWM-CF items. The four items from each factor 
were chosen based on (1) how strongly they loaded on the factor and (2) their uniqueness 
(that is, they are not strongly correlated with other items). This process is intended to 
ensure that four of the most representative items of each factor are kept for the UWM-CF. 
The 20 UWM-CF items were piloted on a sample of 33 children. After analyzing inter-
item correlations, the wording of two items (both from the Determinism factor) were 
slightly altered to increase comprehensibility and improve their fit (that is, increase their 
correlations) with the other items on the factor. The item “Human beings are like 
computers, controlled by their programming and without real choice” was changed to 
“Human beings are controlled by their programming and don’t have real choice,” and the 
item “People are taught that they can make their own choices, but they really can’t” was 
changed to “People think that they can make their own choices, but they really can’t.” 
The Flesch Reading Ease of these 20 UWM-CF items is high at 85.5, and the Flesch-
Kincaid Grade Level is 3.9, suggesting that children of around 9 years old should be able 
to independently read and comprehend the UWM-CF. 
Participants were asked to respond to each item on a six-point scale ranging from 
“Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree” (1-6). A quality control question was included 
roughly halfway through this measure that reads, “To ensure that you are reading each 
question, please choose strongly disagree for this item.” All participants that chose a 
different response option or skipped this question were excluded from analyses (n = 80).   
Discriminant and Predictive Validity Measures. To ensure that the UWM-CF 
is properly discriminating worldviews from other beliefs and attitudes, 10 non-worldview 




arts and crafts is the best way to relax” and “We should all try to eat vegetables” (see 
Appendix B). Importantly, these items were designed to closely match the worldview 
items in their language and structure but differ in their content. Participants’ responses to 
these items should not be related to their responses to the worldview questions, thus 
demonstrating that the UWM-CF is not a measure of just any belief or attitude, but 
specifically worldview beliefs, values, and attitudes. Additionally, participants were 
asked four questions about their religious and political affiliations (political affiliation 
questions modeled after Jost et al., 2008; see Appendix C) as part of the demographic 
questionnaire described below. These questions were included to test the predictive 
validity of worldview dimensions. 
Unified Worldview Measure. A randomly selected subset of participants (n = 
94) were administered the UWM in addition to the UWM-CF to assess the convergent 
validity of the two measures. The UWM consists of 41 items spread across five factors 
(see Table 2) and uses a six-point response scale ranging from “Strongly Agree” to 
“Strongly Disagree.” If the UWM-CF is indeed measuring the same construct as the 
UWM, participants’ responses on both of these measures should be highly correlated.  
Demographic Questionnaire. Finally, participants were asked demographic 
questions (e.g., participant age, ethnicity, gender identity, zip code), as well as the four 
predictive validity items related to religious and political affiliations described above. See 
Appendix C for the full demographic questionnaire. 
Procedure 
Participants completed the above measures asynchronously using Qualtrics online 




participants, the UWM were combined and presented in random order. Then, participants 
completed the demographic questions, including the four predictive validity questions. 
Participants were given the option to skip any question.  
Results  
If the UWM-CF is a faithful adaptation of the UWM, the 20 items of the UWM-
CF should form the same five factors as the UWM, whereas the 10 non-worldview items 
should load weakly and randomly across the five factors or form their own separate 
factor(s) (see Table 3 for the hypothesized factor structure). To assess this, a series of 
confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses were conducted. Furthermore, if the UWM-
CF is measuring the same underlying construct as the UWM, a participant’s scores on the 
UWM should be highly correlated with their scores on the UWM-CF. Finally, if the 
UWM-CF is a valid measure, participants’ religious and political affiliations should 
predict their responses to the UWM-CF items, particularly religious items and items 
related to the value and the power of hard work.  
Assessing the Factor Structure of the UWM-CF 
A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on the UWM-CF data (N = 
233) using the Lavaan package for R (Rosseel, 2012). Following guidance by Jamieson 
(2004) and Li (2016), items were standardized, and the maximum likelihood estimation 
with full information maximum likelihood (FIML) method was used for missing data. 
Four metrics produced by the CFA were used to determine an adequate fit of the UWM- 
CF to the hypothesized factor structure (based on guidelines by Browne & Cudeck, 1992; 
Lai & Green, 2016; MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996; Schreiber et al., 2006; and 





Hypothesized Factor Structure of the UWM-CF 
Factor 1: Humanism and Harmony  
Items 
We should all try to take care of each other. 
Every person can do good things. 
Humans should protect nature. 
It’s really important to me to keep trying to be a better and better person. 
Factor 2: Secularism 
Items 
Science is the best way to learn things about the world. 
After I die, everything about my life stops. 
I pray (talk to God) a lot. 
What people call “God” exists above in heaven and also here in the world around us. 
Factor 3: Eastern-Based Spirituality 
Items 
After I die, my spirit (the invisible part of me that makes me, me) gets mixed in and 
becomes part of the universe. 
Nothing is really “dead.” There is spirit in everything and everyone. 
Spirits (people without bodies) can talk to us. 
Some people have spiritual powers like healing or being able to see the future. 
Factor 4: Self-Reliance 
Items 
Anyone who really wants to work can get a job. 




Table 3, cont. 
Hypothesized Factor Structure of the UWM-CF 
 
Factor 4, cont.: Self-Reliance 
Items 
Helping poor people (like by giving them money) means that they won’t learn to take 
care of themselves. 
If you work hard and save money, you won’t be poor. 
Factor 5: Determinism 
Items 
There is no such thing as free will. We don’t really make our own choices. 
People think that they can make their own choices, but they really can’t.  
Human beings are controlled by their programming and don’t have real choice. 
People really have free will. They can make their own choices for their lives. 
 
 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) of at least .90, (3) a Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) no greater than .10, and (4) a Standardized Root Mean Square 
Residual (SRMR) no greater than .10. The first two of these metrics assess how well the 
model fits the data compared to a hypothesized null model (the relative fit). The second 
two of these metrics assess how much error the model has (that is, the degree of misfit 
between the model and the data; the absolute fit). The CFA produced a CFI = .80, TLI = 
.77, RMSEA = .10 (90% CI = .09, .11, p < .001), and SRMR = .10. These indices suggest 
a subpar relative fit of the UWM-CF compared to a hypothesized null model but an 
adequate absolute fit when assessing the error of the model (that is, the model reproduces 




does not perfectly fit the hypothesize factor structure based on the UWM. Possible 
reasons for this misfit are detailed in the General Discussion.  
To further investigate the factor structure of the UWM-CF and assess its 
discriminate validity, a series of EFAs were conducted on the 20 UWM-CF items and 10 
non-worldview items. EFAs were conducted with Principal Axis Factoring and Promax 
rotation to allow for correlations among the factors. Cases were excluded pairwise. All 
factors with an initial eigenvalue above one were extracted for a total of six factors. 
However, after the first extraction, the eigenvalues of fifth and sixth factors dropped 
below one. Thus, an additional EFA was run extracting five factors. When the eigenvalue 
of the fifth factor was still below one, a third EFA was run extracting four factors. Once 
the Kaiser criterion was met (i.e., all factors had eigenvalues above one), items were then 
removed if they had (1) factor loadings below .40, (2) communalities (the amount of 
variance in each item that is accounted for by the factor solution) below .30, and (3) 
significant cross-loadings. For this research, “significant cross loadings” did not include 
items that loaded onto multiple factors but loaded onto one factor substantively more than 
the others (e.g., .78 on one factor and .33 on another factor) but did include items that 
loaded nearly equally onto multiple factors (e.g., .41 and .44). These three criteria were 
evaluated in turn, such that communalities were not inspected until all remaining items 
had loadings of at least .40. Items were removed one at a time, and each removal was 
followed by an additional EFA and a reevaluation of all criteria, including the Kaiser 
criterion.  
After 12 EFAs and the removal of four UWM-CF items and five non-worldview 




four factors. This factor solution passed both KMO’s Measure of Sampling Adequacy 
(.863) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (𝝌2[210)= 2231.535, p ≈ 0.00]. The final factor 
structure explained 53.846% of the total variance, which is comparable to the UWM (the 
factor structure of the UWM explained 52.10% of the variance in the dataset that it was 
developed on; Woodard, 2019). Cronbach’s alphas for each factor were above .80, 
indicating high internal reliability within each factor, and all 21 retained items fell within 
the acceptable bounds of skewness and kurtosis (-2 and 2; Trochim & Donnelly, 2006; 
Field, 2000 & 2009; Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014). See Table 4 for the final factor 
structure and Cronbach’s alphas. 
Table 4 
Factor Structure of the UWM-CF and Non-Worldview Items on Adult Data 
Factor 1: Humanism and Harmony (Eigenvalue λ = 5.667, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .840) 
Items Loadings 
It’s really important to me to keep trying to be a better and better person. .759 
It’s really important to me to read a little bit every day. .748 
We should all try to take care of each other. .715 
Humans should protect nature. .625 
We should all try to eat vegetables. .602 
Every person can do good things. .587 
Science is the best way to learn things about the world. .576 
Factor 2: Self-Reliance and Agency (Eigenvalue λ = 3.153, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .846) 
Items Loadings 
If you work hard and save money, you won’t be poor. .767 




Table 4, cont. 
Factor Structure of the UWM-CF and Non-Worldview Items on Adult Data 
 
Factor 2, cont.: Self-Reliance and Agency (Eigenvalue λ = 3.153, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .846) 
Items Loadings 
If someone really wants to succeed, nothing can hold them back. .690 
Anyone who really wants ice cream can have it. .664 
If someone really wants to go to sleep, nothing can hold them back. .633 
Helping poor people (like by giving them money) means that they won’t 
learn to take care of themselves.  
.471 
Factor 3: Determinism and Mechanism (Eigenvalue λ = 1.279, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .839) 
Items Loadings 
There is no such thing as free will. We don’t really make our own choices. .826 
Human beings are controlled by their programming and don’t have real 
choice. 
.773 
People think that they can make their own choices, but they really can’t. .757 
Every person can do cartwheels. .493 
Factor 4: Religion (Eigenvalue λ = 1.209, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .835) 
Items Loadings 
What people call “God” exists above in heaven and also here in the world 
around us. 
.905 
I pray (talk to God) a lot. .631 
Some people have spiritual powers, like healing or being able to see the 
future. 
.630 






Compared to the previously identified factor structure of the UWM, the factor 
structure identified above has some notable differences. First, just one religion factor was 
identified here, whereas the factor structure of the UWM (see Table 2) has two factors for 
religion: one of the contains items reflective of Eastern-based faiths, and one contains 
items related to monotheistic, Abrahamic religions in contention with secular beliefs. In 
the factor structure of UWM-CF identified here, the Eastern-based religious items loaded 
onto the same factor as the two monotheistic, Abrahamic religious items. Furthermore, 
one of the items related to secular beliefs, “After I die, everything about my life stops” 
was removed from the factor structure for having a communality below .30, and the other 
secularism item, “Science is the best way to learn things about the world” loaded onto the 
Humanism and Harmony factor. Nonetheless, a majority of the 20 UWM-CF items did 
group together in the predicted pattern: all four of the Humanism and Harmony items 
from the predicted factor structure (Table 3) loaded onto the same factor, all four of the 
Self-Reliance items loaded onto the same factor, and three of the four Determinism items 
loaded onto the same factor (the fourth Determinism item, “People really have free will. 
They can make their own choices for their lives,” was removed when its communality 
dropped below .30). Moderate-to-strong positive correlations were identified among the 
Self-Reliance and Agency, Determinism and Mechanism, and Religion factors, and a 
small-to-moderate negative correlation was identified between the Humanism and 
Harmony factor and the Determinism and Mechanism factor. See Table 5 for all factor 
correlations. 
Although five of the ten non-worldview items were removed due to low factor 




Harmony Self-Reliance and Agency, and Determinism and Mechanism factors. 
Specifically, two non-worldview items that are conceptually related to inner growth (“It’s 
really important to me to read a little bit every day” and “We should all try to eat our 
vegetables”) loaded onto the Humanism and Harmony factor. Note that these non-
worldview items were linguistically similar to two UWM-CF items in the same factor 
(“It’s really important to me to keep trying to be a better and better person” and “We 
should all try to take care of each other”). Two items conceptually related to the power  
and extent of human agency (“Anyone who really wants ice cream can have it” and “If 
Table 5 
Factor Correlations of the UWM-CF and Non-Worldview Items on Adult Data  












–.226 .482 –  
4. Religion –.086 .491 .391 – 
 
someone really wants to go to sleep, nothing can hold them back”) loaded onto the Self-
Reliance factor, which also includes ideas about the power and extent of human agency. 
Again, these non-worldview items were linguistically similar to two UWM-CF items on 
that factor (“Anyone who really wants ice cream can have it” and “If someone really 




cartwheels” loaded alongside three Determinism items. Perhaps these items are 
conceptually tied together by a mechanistic outlook on humans: We all have the same 
basic machinery, we can all perform the same physical functions, and we are dictated by 
our programming. The inclusion of the five non-worldview items in the factor structure 
suggests that our more abstracted, worldview beliefs are more closely related to our 
specific, “non-worldview” beliefs than originally thought. Nonetheless, the strong 
loadings of these five non-worldview items on the four worldview factors does call into 
question the discriminant validity of the UWM-CF. This is explored further in the 
General Discussion. 
A series of EFAs were also conducted without the non-worldview items. The 
same criteria were used as the previous round of EFAs. Five factors were initially 
extracted, but one was removed due to an eigenvalue below one. Once that factor was 
removed, all criteria were met. This factor solution passed both KMO’s Measure of 
Sampling Adequacy (.832) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (𝝌2[190]= 1948.209, p < 
.001). The final factor structure explained 51.181% of the total variance, which is also 
comparable to the UWM (Woodard, 2019), and Cronbach’s alphas for each factor were 
adequate (above .70). See Table 6 for the factor structure and Cronbach’s alphas.  
Once again, the four items taken and translated into child-friendly language from 
the Secularism factor of the UWM were split up. The two monotheistic, Abrahamic 
religion items from that factor, “What people call “God” exists above in heaven and also 
here in the world around us” and “I pray (talk to God) a lot,” loaded alongside the four 
items taken from the Eastern-Based Spirituality factor. One of the other two Secularism 





Factor Structure of the UWM-CF on Adult Data 
Factor 1: Religion (Eigenvalue λ = 5.108, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .848) 
Items Loadings 
What people call “God” exists above in heaven and also here in the world 
around us. 
.835 
Some people have spiritual powers, like healing or being able to see the 
future. 
.717 
Nothing is really “dead.” There is spirit in everything and everyone. .709 
Spirits (people without bodies) can talk to us. .687 
I pray (talk to God) a lot. .565 
After I die, my spirit (the invisible part of me that make me, me) gets mixed 
in and becomes part of the universe. 
.536 
Factor 2: Humanism and Harmony (Eigenvalue λ = 2.517, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .784) 
Items Loadings 
It’s really important to me to keep trying to be a better and better person. .797 
Humans should protect nature. .670 
Every person can do good things. .662 
We should all try to take care of each other. .651 
Science is the best way to learn things about the world. .534 
People really have free will. They can make their own choices for their 
lives. 
.462 
Factor 3: Determinism and Mechanism (Eigenvalue λ = 1.526, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .761) 
Items Loadings 
There is no such thing as free will. We don’t really make our own choices. .767 





Table 6, cont. 
Factor Structure of the UWM-CF on Adult Data 
 
Factor 3, cont.: Determinism and Mechanism (Eigenvalue λ = 1.526, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = 
.761) 
Items Loadings 
Human beings are controlled by their programming and don’t have real 
choice. 
.683 
After I die, everything about my life stops. .534 
Factor 4: Self-Reliance (Eigenvalue λ = 1.050, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .797) 
Items Loadings 
If you work hard and save money, you won’t be poor. .758 
Anyone who really wants to work can get a job. .747 
If someone really wants to succeed, nothing can hold them back. .655 
Helping poor people (like by giving them money) means that they won’t 
learn to take care of themselves. 
.544 
 
items taken from the Humanism and Harmony factor. The other Secularism item, “After I 
die, everything about my life stops,” loaded alongside the three negatively-valenced free 
will items taken from the Determinism factor, resulting in a factor that again expresses a 
mechanistic idea of humans. The fourth and only positively-valenced item from the 
Determinism factor, “People really have free will. They can make their own choices for 
their lives,” loaded alongside the four Humanism and Harmony items and the pro-science 
item. The fourth factor was the only factor that perfectly matched the predicted structure, 
consisting of the four items taken from the Self-Reliance factor. Moderate positive 
correlations were identified among the Self-Reliance, Determinism and Mechanism, and 




and Harmony and Religion factors as well as the Humanism and Harmony and 
Determinism and Mechanism factors. See Table 7 for all factor correlations. 
Correlations between the UWM and UWM-CF 
 A subset of participants (n = 94) were administered both the UWM and the 
UWM-CF. All 20 UWM-CF items were significantly and positively correlated with their 
adult counterpart items from the UWM. Furthermore, participants’ factor scores on the 
five factors of the UWM were significantly and positively correlated with participants’ 
factor scores on the UWM-CF. The UWM-CF factor scores were calculated using the 
predicted factor structure (Table 3). See Table 8 for the item and factor correlations. 
Although a more lenient assessment, these strong correlations do serve as evidence that 
participants are answering the adult items on the UWM and the child-friendly items on 
the UWM-CF similarly, and thus these two measures are comparable.   
Table 7 
Factor Correlations of the UWM-CF on Adult Data 
Factor 1 2 3 4 
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Correlations Between the UWM and UWM-CF Items and Factor Scores 
Factor 1: Humanism and Harmony (Factor Score Correlation Pearson’s r = .865**) 
UWM UWM-CF 
Pearson’s r 
Item M SD Item M SD 
We should all try to 
take care of each 
other. 
2.23 1.222 We should all try to 
take care of each 
other. 
2.27 1.288 .547** 
Every person has the 
potential to do good. 
2.27 1.287 Every person can do 
good things. 
2.36 1.217 .531** 
Nature should be 
protected from being 
damaged by human 
activity. 
2.44 1.264 Humans should 
protect nature. 
2.24 1.404 .517** 
Inner growth is 
really important to 
me. 
2.54 1.292 It’s really important 
to me to keep trying 
to be a better and 
better person. 
2.44 1.355 .666** 
Factor 2: Secularism (Factor Score Correlation Pearson’s r = .230*) 
UWM UWM-CF 
Pearson’s r 
Item M SD Item M SD 
Science is the only 
source of trustworthy 
knowledge.  
3.08 1.571 Science is the best 
way to learn things 
about the world. 
2.61 1.275 .481** 
Regarding my life, 
after death 
everything is over. 
3.08 1.657 After I die, 
everything about my 
life stops. 
2.90 1.622 .604** 
I take a moment for 
reflection, prayer or 
meditation regularly. 
3.10 1.547 I pray (talk to God) a 
lot. 






Table 8, cont. 
Correlations Between the UWM and UWM-CF Items and Factor Scores 
Factor 2, cont.: Secularism (Factor Score Correlation Pearson’s r = .230*) 
UWM UWM-CF 
Pearson’s r 
Item M SD Item M SD 
What people call 
‘God’ does not only 
exist above, but also 
here in the world 
around us. 
3.33 1.668 What people call 
“God” exists above in 
heaven and also here 
in the world around 
us. 
2.91 1.727 .599** 
Factor 3: Eastern-Based Spirituality (Factor Score Correlation Pearson’s r = .824**) 
UWM UWM-CF 
Pearson’s r 
Item M SD Item M SD 
After death, my 
substance unifies 
with the universe or 
the big whole. 
3.09 1.501 After I die, my spirit 
(the invisible part of 
me that makes me, 
me) gets mixed in 
and becomes part of 
the universe. 
3.12 1.645 .545** 
Nothing is really 
‘dead’: spirit infuses 
everything and 
everyone. 
3.28 1.506 Nothing is really 
“dead.” There is spirit 
in everything and 
everyone. 
2.96 1.525 .581** 
We can receive 
messages from 
spirits. 
3.20 1.659 Spirits (people 
without bodies) can 
talk to us. 
3.47 1.557 .587** 
Some people possess 
actual spiritual 
powers like healing 
and being able to 
foresee the future. 
3.48 1.572 Some people have 
spiritual powers like 
healing or being able 
to see the future. 







Table 8, cont. 
Correlations Between the UWM and UWM-CF Items and Factor Scores 
Factor 4: Self-Reliance (Factor Score Correlation Pearson’s r = .843**) 
UWM UWM-CF 
Pearson’s r 
Item M SD Item M SD 
Anyone who really 
wants to work can 
get a job. 
2.97 1.356 Anyone who really 
wants to work can get 
a job. 
2.72 1.204 .502** 
If people really want 
to succeed, they’ll 
overcome any kind of 
discrimination. 
2.57 1.219 If someone really 
wants to succeed, 
nothing can hold 
them back. 
2.65 1.195 .559** 
Social welfare 
programs just prevent 
people from working 
toward taking care of 
themselves. 
3.46 1.592 Helping poor people 
(like by giving them 
money) means that 
they won’t learn to 
take care of 
themselves. 
3.42 1.624 .601** 
If you work hard and 
manage your money 
well, you’ll never 
have to worry about 
being poor. 
2.98 1.452 If you work hard and 
save money, you 
won’t be poor. 
2.89 1.339 .457** 
Factor 5: Determinism (Factor Score Correlation Pearson’s r = .840**) 
UWM UWM-CF 
Pearson’s r 
Item M SD Item M SD 
The feeling that we 
have personal choice 
is actually just an 
illusion. 
3.66 1.633 There is no such thing 
as free will. We don’t 
really make our own 
choices. 








Table 8, cont. 
Correlations Between the UWM and UWM-CF Items and Factor Scores 
Factor 5, cont.: Determinism (Factor Score Correlation Pearson’s r = .840**) 
UWM UWM-CF 
Pearson’s r 
Item M SD Item M SD 
The idea of “free 
will” is a joke: there 
is no such thing. 
3.63 1.647 There is no such thing 
as free will. We don’t 
really make our own 
choices.2 
3.77 1.547 .707** 
People only believe 
in “free will” because 
they are taught to 
believe in it. 
3.33 1.455 People think that they 
can make their own 
choices, but they 
really can’t.  
3.48 1.479 .471** 
Human beings are 
like computers: 
controlled by their 
programming and 
without real choice. 
3.68 1.568 Human beings are 
controlled by their 
programming and 
don’t have real 
choice. 
3.70 1.680 .713** 
People really have 
“free will” in making 
choices for their 
lives. 
2.47 1.221 People really have 
free will. They can 
make their own 
choices for their lives. 
2.64 1.419 .368** 
 
**p < .01 
Relationships Among the UWM-CF and Political and Religious Affiliations 
 To assess the predictive validity of the UWM-CF, the two religious and two 
political affiliation items (see Appendix C) were used to predict participants’ responses to 
the UWM-CF in a series of linear regressions. As predicted, individuals who self-
reported being more conservative and Republican were significantly more likely to agree 
 




with items having to do with self-reliance. More conservative and Republican individuals 
were also significantly more likely to agree with all religious items, including both those 
related to monotheistic, Abrahamic beliefs and those related to Eastern-based religions, 
and disagree with “Science is the best way to learn things about the world.” The 
uniformity of the relationships between conservative and Republican affiliation and all 
religious items as well as the combination of all religious items onto a single factor 
(Tables 4 and 6) suggests that these religious items are more conceptually and practically 
similar that what was predicted (Table 3).  
Furthermore, more conservative and Republican individuals were significantly 
more likely to agree with items related to determinism (that is, more conservative and 
Republican individuals were less likely to believe in free will). This finding is 
inconsistent with previous literature that shows that conservatives have stronger beliefs in 
free will (Carey & Paulhus, 2012; Everett et al., 2021) but is consistent with literature 
that shows that (1) beliefs in free will are independent from beliefs in determinism, and 
(2) conservatives have stronger deterministic beliefs (Carey & Paulhus, 2012). The 
independence of free will beliefs and deterministic beliefs is reflected in the factor 
structures of the UWM-CF. The three deterministic items of the UWM-CF loaded on a 
different factor, Determinism and Mechanism, than the one positively-valenced free will 
item, which loaded onto the Humanism and Harmony factor (Table 6). Lastly, more 
conservative individuals were also significantly more likely to disagree with “We should 
all try to take care of each other” and “Humans should protect nature.” See Tables 9 and 






Relationships Between Political and Religious Affiliations and UWM-CF Items 
(Regressions) 
UWM-CF Item (DV) 










We should all try to take care 
of each other. 
–.124‡ –.180* –.111† 
Every person can do good 
things. 
–.049 –.014 .054 
Humans should protect nature. –.072 –.112† –.070 
It’s really important to me to 
keep trying to be a better and 
better person. 
–.027 –.035 –.001 
Science is the best way to learn 
things about the world. 
–.227** –.198** –.175* 
After I die, everything about 
my life stops. 
–.148* –.020 –.080 
I pray (talk to God) a lot. .692*** .508*** .404*** 
What people call “God” exists 
above in heaven and also here 
in the world around us. 
.507*** .391*** .348*** 
After I die, my spirit (the 
invisible part of me that makes 
me, me) gets mixed in and 
becomes part of the universe. 
.340*** .223** .137‡ 
Nothing is really “dead.” There 
is spirit in everything and 
everyone. 
.386*** .291*** .219** 
Spirits (people without bodies) 
talk to us. 




Table 9, cont. 
Relationships Between Political and Religious Affiliations and UWM-CF Items 
(Regressions) 
UWM-CF Item (DV) 










Some people have spiritual 
powers like healing or being 
able to see the future. 
.440*** .390*** .248*** 
Anyone who really wants to 
work can get a job. 
.250*** .319*** .233*** 
If someone really wants to 
succeed, nothing can hold them 
back. 
.227** .280*** .269*** 
Helping poor people (like by 
giving them money) means that 
they won’t learn to take care of 
themselves. 
.337*** .385*** .315*** 
If you work hard and save 
money, you won’t be poor. 
.294*** .378*** .309*** 
There is no such thing as free 
will. We don’t really make our 
own choices. 
.226** .197** .259*** 
People think that they can 
make their own choices, but 
they really can’t. 
.285*** .291*** .207** 
Human beings are controlled 
by their programming and 
don’t have real choice. 
.298*** .273*** .172* 
People really have free will. 
They can make their own 
choices for their lives. 




Note. Each predictor and item pair were analyzed in separate linear regression analyses. 
All reported numbers are Standardized Coefficients (Betas). To make Betas easier to 
interpret, UWM-CF items are reverse-scored, such that 1 = Strongly Disagree and 6 = 
Strongly Agree.  
a Higher scores on this item are indicative of stronger religious beliefs. 
b Higher scores on this item are indicative of a more conservative ideology. 
c Higher scores on this item are indicative of a stronger Republican affiliation. 
†p < .20 ‡p < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
 
Table 10 





Christian –    
Non-Religious 
Muslim –     
Non-Religious 
We should all try to take care of each 
other. 
–.884‡ –.662** .223 
Every person can do good things. .051 –.579* –.630 
Humans should protect nature. –.222 –.806** –.584 
It’s really important to me to keep 
trying to be a better and better person. 
.156 –.381† –.538 
Science is the best way to learn 
things about the world. 
–.129 –.877 –.748† 
After I die, everything about my life 
stops. 
–.075 –.898** –.824 





Table 10, cont. 






Christian –    
Non-Religious 
Muslim –     
Non-Religious 
What people call “God” exists above 
in heaven and also here in the world 
around us. 
.313 2.309*** 1.996** 
After I die, my spirit (the invisible 
part of me that makes me, me) gets 
mixed in and becomes part of the 
universe. 
–.034 1.113*** 1.147‡ 
Nothing is really “dead.” There is 
spirit in everything and everyone. 
1.361* 1.663*** .303 
Spirits (people without bodies) talk to 
us. 
–.204 1.767*** 1.971** 
Some people have spiritual powers 
like healing or being able to see the 
future. 
.354 1.896*** 1.542* 
Anyone who really wants to work can 
get a job. 
.014 1.207*** 1.193* 
If someone really wants to succeed, 
nothing can hold them back. 
.079 1.041*** .962‡ 
Helping poor people (like by giving 
them money) means that they won’t 
learn to take care of themselves. 
.321 1.750*** 1.429* 
If you work hard and save money, 
you won’t be poor. 
–.054 1.231*** 1.286* 
There is no such thing as free will. 
We don’t really make our own 
choices. 





Table 10, cont. 






Christian –    
Non-Religious 
Muslim –     
Non-Religious 
People think that they can make their 
own choices, but they really can’t. 
–.298 1.462*** 1.761** 
Human beings are controlled by their 
programming and don’t have real 
choice. 
.143 1.340*** 1.197‡ 
People really have free will. They can 
make their own choices for their 
lives. 
.147 –.475‡ –.622 
 
Note. These one-way ANOVAs used Fischer’s Least Square Difference (LSD) post hoc 
test. To make mean differences easier to interpret, UWM-CF items are reverse-scored, 
such that 1 = Strongly Disagree and 6 = Strongly Agree.  
†p < .20 ‡p < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
Those who reported holding their religious beliefs more strongly showed very 
similar relationships with the UWM-CF items as those who reported being more 
conservative and Republican. The stronger that individuals held their religious beliefs, 
the more likely they were to agree with all religious items, disagree with both secular 
items (“Science is the best way to learn things about the world” and “After I die, 
everything about my life stops”), agree with items related to self-reliance, and agree with 
items having to do with determinism. Finally, the stronger individuals said they held their 




care of each other.” A series of ANOVAs also identified differences in UWM-CF 
responses based on the kind of religion practiced by participants. There were only three 
religion affiliations with and n of 3 or more: Christianity (n = 148), Islam (n = 7), and 
non-religious, agnostic, or atheist individuals (n = 34). In general, non-religious 
individuals were significantly more likely to agree with items related to Humanism and 
harmony with others and nature than Christians. Christians were significantly more likely 
to agree with all religious items and disagree with the two secular items than non-
religious individuals and, at times, Muslims. Muslims, in turn, were significantly more 
likely to agree with religious items than non-religious individuals. Furthermore, both 
Christians and Muslims were significantly more likely to agree with items related to self-
reliance and items related to the determinism than non-religious individuals.  
The consistency of the relationships between religious and political affiliations 
and UWM-CF items as well as their adherence to predicted relationships (e.g., more 
conservative individuals should score higher on Self-Reliance items, and more religious 
individuals should score higher on religious items) serve as evidence of the predictive 
validity of the UWM-CF. In other words, the UWM-CF is statistically related to the 
constructs that it should be based on worldview theory. 
Conclusion 
 Together, these results suggest that the UWM-CF differs from the UWM in a few 
ways. The CFA revealed an adequate absolute fit but a subpar relative fit of the UWM-
CF to the predicted factor structure modeled after the UWM, and EFAs reorganized the 
two religious factors from the UWM and split the positively-valenced free will item from 




predicted. Furthermore, five of the ten non-worldview items loaded strongly alongside 
the UWM-CF items. Although these items loaded onto the factors in a topically 
consistent way, it was predicted that none of the non-worldview items would strongly 
load alongside the worldview items, evidencing the discriminant validity of the UWM-
CF. Nonetheless, these findings on their own do not necessarily mean that participants 
are not discriminating between the worldview items and non-worldview items, but they 
do suggest that the worldview and non-worldview items are more conceptually related 
than had been predicted. Finally, the UWM-CF items demonstrated strong correlations 
with the UWM items, and the UWM-CF items were predictive of participants’ political 
and religious affiliations. Together, these results suggest that the UWM-CF is a 
promising measure of worldviews that is, in many ways, comparable to the UWM, but 
still has room for improvement. 
Study 2 
 Study 2 sought to investigate the validity of the UWM-CF on a child sample 
through confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses on the 20 UWM-CF items and 10 
non-worldview items. Analyses were also conducted to investigate the relationship 




After piloting and adjusting two items on the UWM-CF (see Study 1 Methods), 
data was collected on an additional 40 children 7 to 9 years old. Data from six 




terms for their children or nodding in response to a child’s answer), (2) technical 
difficulties such as higher-than-normal Internet lag that disrupted the study procedure, or 
(3) diagnosed developmental delays such as Autism Spectrum Disorder. This left N = 34 
participants used for analyses. The mean age (in years) was 7.97 (SD = .87), and 50% of 
the sample identified as male, 47.1% as female, and 2.9% (one participant) as non-binary. 
Regarding race and ethnic origins, 64.71% of participants (as reported by their parents) 
were White/European, 32.35% multiple races/ethnicities, and 2.94% 
Hispanic/Latin/Central/South American. Based on the standard of five to 10 participants 
per item for factor analyses (Comrey & Lee, 1992), the sample size should have been 
closer to 100-200 children. However, the window for data collection was truncated due to 
logistical complications stemming from the COVID-19 pandemic. Therefore, data is 
currently being collected on additional 7- to 9-year-olds for future analyses. This is 
discussed further in the Limitations and Future Directions sections. 
Participants were recruited through three strategies: (1) the Minds Lab Family 
Registry, (2) social media posts on the Minds Lab accounts on Instagram and Facebook, 
which were shared to social media pages run by the Missoula Public Library and other 
organizations; and (3) a post on the Cognitive Development Society listserv, which 
reaches professionals in the area of developmental psychology. For their participation, 
parents were given an opportunity to enter to win one of three $50 Visa gift cards.  
Measures  
Unified Worldview Measure-Child Form (UWM-CF). Participants were 
administered the same 20 UWM-CF items as adults in Study 1 and were asked to indicate 




from “Agree a Lot” to “Disagree a Lot” (1-6). Each point on the response scale was 
accompanied by an illustration of a hand giving a “thumbs-up,” “thumbs-down,” or a 
gesture somewhere in-between “thumbs-up” and “thumbs-down” (see Figure 2). The 20 
UMW-CF items were preceded by three warm-up questions to familiarize participants 
with the response scale.  
Figure 2 
UWM-CF Response Scale for Young Children 
 
Discriminant and Predictive Validity Measures. As in Study 1, participants 
were administered 10 non-worldview items to assess the discriminant validity of the 
UWM-CF. These items were the same as those used in Study 1 and can be found in 
Appendix B. Additionally, 
parents of participants were asked the same four predictive validity questions about their 
religious and political affiliations as adult participants in Study 1. These items can be 
found in Appendix D.  
Demographic Questionnaire. Parents of participants were asked demographic 
information (e.g., participant age, ethnicity, gender identity, zip code) alongside the four 
predictive validity questions about religious and political affiliations described above. 





All data collection sessions occurred synchronously in one-on-one sessions using 
Zoom video conferencing software. After scheduling the Zoom session, parents were sent 
instructions on prepping a quiet, distraction-free space for data collection and how to use 
Zoom. Parents were also emailed a permission form to grant consent for their child’s 
participation. This form could be printed, signed, and emailed back before the Zoom 
session or completed at the beginning of the Zoom session using DocuSign, a web 
service for obtaining electronic signatures. Parents who signed the form on DocuSign 
were asked to share their computer screen while the researcher conducting the session 
recording the form being signed. After parental permission was received, the researcher 
then recorded the child giving verbal assent for their participation. The researcher then 
sent the participating family a link to a Qualtrics survey. Families were asked to share 
their screen so the researcher could see the Qualtrics survey.  
The first page of the survey asked for basic demographic information (i.e., 
participant ID, age birthday, and gender). Then, the researcher explained the study 
procedure and response scale to the child and guided them through three warm-up 
questions. Next, the researcher guided the participating child through the 20 UWM-CF 
items and 10 non-worldview items (combined and randomized). The researcher read all 
instructions and items aloud to the participating child, and parents were instructed to help 
their child navigate the survey and select their responses, if needed. Parents were also 
asked to remain quiet and keep a neutral expression throughout the procedure so as to not 
influence their child’s responses. After the 30 worldview and non-worldview items, 




questions about their religious affiliations and beliefs and two questions about their 
political affiliations. Finally, parents were asked if they would like a graphic of their 
child’s mean score on each of the five worldview factors (see Appendix E for an 
example) and if they would like to submit their contact information to be entered to win 
one of three $50 Amazon gift cards. This contact information was kept separately from 
their data so as to maintain the confidentiality of participants’ questionnaire responses.  
Results  
First, descriptive analyses were conducted on the 20 UWM-CF items and 
compared to adult responses to the UWM-CF in Study 1 (see Table 11). Children 
generally agreed more with the Humanism and Harmony items and showed far less 
variability on those items than adults. On the other hand, children were more variable on 
the Secularism and Eastern-Based Spirituality items. Children disagreed more with 
“Helping poor people (like by giving them money) means that they won’t learn to take 
care of themselves” but agreed more with “If you work hard and save money, you won’t 
be poor” and showed less variability in these responses than adults. Finally, children 
showed stronger beliefs in free will and were more consistent in these beliefs 
(consistently disagreeing with determinism items and agreeing with the positively-
valenced free will item) than adults. 
Next, as in Study 1, the child UWM-CF data was analyzed using CFAs and EFAs 
to assess (1) whether the 20 child-friendly items form the same five factors as their 41 
adult counterparts from the UWM and (2) whether participants are discriminating 
between the 20 worldview and 10 non-worldview items. Additionally, regression 











UWM-CF Descriptives from Studies 1 and 2 
 Study 1 (Adult Data) Study 2 (Child Data) 
Item M SD Skewness Kurtosis M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Humanism and Harmony         
We should all try to take care of each other. 2.12 1.27 1.29 1.45 1.26 .62 3.04 11.10 
Every person can do good things. 2.25 1.26 1.09 .63 1.50 .96 1.85 2.20 
Humans should protect nature. 2.05 1.24 1.33 1.44 1.15 .56 4.52 22.00 
It’s really important to me to keep trying to be a 
better and better person. 
2.31 1.28 1.01 .55 1.18 .39 1.78 1.23 
Secularism         
Science is the best way to learn things about the 
world. 
2.45 1.25 .77 .00 2.44 1.21 .36 –1.10 
After I die, everything about my life stops.  3.07 1.63 .41 –1.01 3.82 2.05 –.22 –1.66 
I pray (talk to God) a lot. 3.38 1.79 .26 –1.31 4.26 1.90 –.46 –1.45 
What people call “God” exists above in heaven 
and also here in the world around us. 





Table 11, cont. 
UWM-CF Descriptives from Studies 1 and 2 
 Study 1 (Adult Data) Study 2 (Child Data) 
Item M SD Skewness Kurtosis M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Eastern-Based Spirituality         
After I die, my spirit (the invisible part of me that 
makes me, me) gets mixed in and becomes part of 
the universe. 
3.27 1.57 .36 –.91 3.27 1.91 .22 –1.41 
Nothing is really “dead.” There is spirit in 
everything and everyone. 
3.31 1.50 .22 –.93 2.76 1.70 .49 –.96 
Spirits (people without bodies) can talk to us. 3.54 1.63 .19 –1.16 3.64 2.13 –.09 –1.80 
Some people have spiritual powers like healing or 
being able to see the future. 
3.48 1.62 .19 –1.07 4.26 1.88 –.55 –1.24 
Self-Reliance         
Anyone who really wants to work can get a job. 2.94 1.38 .61 –.37 2.44 1.60 .87 –.36 
If someone really wants to succeed, nothing can 
hold them back. 







Table 11, cont. 
UWM-CF Descriptives from Studies 1 and 2 
 Study 1 (Adult Data) Study 2 (Child Data) 
Item M SD Skewness Kurtosis M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Self-Reliance, cont. 
Helping poor people (like by giving them money) 
means that they won’t learn to take care of 
themselves. 
3.80 1.63 –.13 –1.26 4.88 1.47 –1.36 1.18 
If you work hard and save money, you won’t be 
poor. 
3.16 1.37 .37 –.74 1.85 1.31 1.50 1.69 
Determinism         
There is no such thing as free will. We don’t 
really make our own choices. 
3.90 1.54 –.20 –1.10 4.74 1.62 –1.22 .45 
People think that they can make their own 
choices, but they really can’t. 
3.64 1.49 –.11 –1.08 4.26 1.94 –.71 –1.07 
Human beings are controlled by their 
programming and don’t have real choice. 
4.01 1.59 –.32 –1.15 5.29 1.34 –1.95 2.95 
People really have free will. They can make their 
own choices for their lives. 




Note. Each item is followed by a 6-point Likert-type response scale, with 1 = Strongly Agree (or Agree a Lot in Study 2) and 6 = 
Strongly Disagree (Disagree a Lot in Study 2). Items in bold fall outside of the typically accepted bounds for skewness and kurtosis (-






Assessing the Factor Structure of the UWM-CF 
 All CFAs were conducted using the Lavaan package for R (Rosseel, 2012) with 
FIML and standardized items. First, a CFA was conducted on the UWM-CF data 
collected using the two revised Determinism items (n = 34). However, likely due to the 
small sample size, the model would not converge and thus no fit indices could be 
produced. To address this, the pilot data was added to the sample, bringing the n up to 67. 
Although the pilot data did not have the two updated free will items, FIML allowed the 
CFA to run using the 20 items from the official data and 18 items from the pilot data.3 
This CFA produced the following fit indices: CFI = .714, TLI = .664, RMSEA = .083 
(90% CI = .059, .105, p = .015), and SRMR = .133. These indices indicate a poor relative 
fit of the five-factor model (evidenced by the CFI and TLI below .90). One of the two 
absolute fit indices, RMSEA, indicates a good fit to the data (below .10), but the other 
absolute fit index, SRMR, is above .10, indicating a poor fit to the data. All together, 
these indices suggest a subpar fit between the UWM-CF data and the hypothesized five-
factor model based on the factor structure of the UWM.  
 To identify a better-fitting factor structure of the UWM-CF, a series of EFAs were 
conducted on the 20 UWM-CF and 10 non-worldview items. EFAs were conducted with 
Principal Axis Factoring and Promax rotation, and cases were excluded pairwise. Factors 
and items were evaluated and removed from the model if they failed to meet the 
following criteria: (1) factor eigenvalues of at least one, (2) factor loadings of at least .30, 
(3) communalities of at least .20, and (4) no significant cross-loadings (e.g., loading .41 
 
3 Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) uses the sample data to produced unbiased estimates of 





on one factor and .46. on another factor). EFAs would not run on the non-pilot data, as 
there were only a couple more data points (n = 34) than there are UWM-CF and non-
worldview items. To alleviate this issue, a round of EFAs were conducted using 
participants who were originally excluded from analyses due to diagnosed developmental 
delays, technical anomalies, and parent interference in the session. EFAs were successful 
on this slightly larger sample (n = 40). After nine iterations of EFAs and the removal of 
five non-worldview items, all criteria were met. The final factor solution consists of 25 
items across six factors (see Table 12). Unsurprisingly, KMO’s Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy was not met (.338), but Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was passed at 𝝌2(300)= 
517.621, p < 0.00. The factor solution explained 54.719% of the total variance. Finally, 
half of the factors had Cronbach’s alphas below .70, indicating substandard internal 
reliabilities of some of the factors.  
 This factor structure is significantly different than the hypothesized factor 
structure, wherein the four items picked from each of the five UWM factors would load 
onto their respective factors (Table 3), and the 10 non-worldview items would load 
weakly across those five factors or form separate factors. Instead, we see that half of the 
non-worldview items loaded strongly on the same factors as the UWM-CF items. Three 
of these non-worldview items also loaded alongside UWM-CF items in the adult sample 
(Study 1, Table 4) but were organized very differently across the factors. For example, 
the item “We should all try to eat vegetables” loaded alongside items related to self-
improvement and harmony with others and nature in the adult sample, whereas the same 
item loaded positively alongside items related to the mechanistic nature of humans here 





Factor Structure of the UWM-CF and Non-Worldview Items on Child Data 
Factor 1: Spirituality, Whimsy, and Science (Eigenvalue λ = 4.371, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = 
.785) 
Items Loadings 
Some people have spiritual powers like healing or being able to see the 
future. 
.853 
Spirits (people without bodies) can talk to us. .780 
Anyone who really wants ice cream can have it. .622 
Every person can do cartwheels. .582 
Nothing is really “dead.” There is spirit in everything and everyone. .526 
Science is the best way to learn things about the world. .397 
Factor 2: Self-Reliance and Agency (Eigenvalue λ = 2.807, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .705) 
Items Loadings 
Anyone who really wants to work can get a job. .767 
People think that they can hold their breath for a long time, but they really 
can’t. 
.611 
If someone really wants to succeed, nothing can hold them back. .588 
Every person can do good things. .549 
Factor 3: Humanism and Harmony (Eigenvalue λ = 2.343, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .446) 
Items Loadings 
We should all try to take care of each other. .954 
Humans should protect nature. .780 
After I die, my spirit (the invisible part of me that makes me, me) gets 







Table 12, cont. 
Factor Structure of the UWM-CF and Non-Worldview Items on Child Data 
Factor 4: Mechanism (Eigenvalue λ = 1.538, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .674) 
Items Loadings 
Human beings are controlled by their programming and don’t have real 
choice. 
.754 
After I die, everything about my life stops. .685 
Helping poor people (like by giving them money) means that they won’t 
learn to take care of themselves. 
.535 
Doing arts and crafts is the best way to relax. .449 
We should all try to eat vegetables. .393 
Factor 5: Determinism, Self-Reliance, and Inner Growth (Eigenvalue λ = 1.458, 
Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .610) 
Items Loadings 
There is no such thing as free will. We don’t really make our own choices. .706 
People think that they can make their own choices, but they really can’t.  .583 
It’s really important to me to keep trying to be a better and better person.  .544 
If you work hard and save money, you won’t be poor.  .451 
People really have free will. They can make their own choices for their 
lives. 
–.429 
Factor 6: Monotheistic, Abrahamic Religion (Eigenvalue λ = 1.162, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = 
.805) 
Items Loadings 
I pray (talk to God) a lot. .901 







structure of the adult sample, “Anyone who really wants ice cream can have it” and 
“Every person can do cartwheels” loaded positively alongside Eastern-based spirituality 
items and “Science is the best way to learn things about the world,” resulting in a factor 
quite distinct from all other factors presented in this research. In the adult sample, the 
first of these non-worldview items, “Anyone who really wants ice cream can have it,” 
loaded alongside items related to self-reliance, and the second non-worldview item, 
“Every person can do cartwheels,” loaded alongside determinism items. These two non-
worldview items certainly seems less thematically consistent with the items they are 
loading alongside in the child sample (Eastern-based spirituality items and “Science is the 
best way to learn things about the world”).  
A fourth non-worldview item, “People think that they can hold their breath for a 
long time, but they really can’t,” loaded positively alongside two items about self-
reliance and the item “Every person can do good things.” Again, it is difficult to identify 
a theme that ties this non-worldview item to the worldview items on the same factor. It 
may be that this non-worldview item reflects a mechanistic view of humans, but in that 
case, one would expect it to load alongside other mechanism items in the fourth factor 
(Table 12). Finally, a fifth non-worldview items, “Doing arts and crafts is the best way to 
relax,” loaded positively alongside “We should all try to eat vegetables,” UWM-CF items 
related to a deterministic, mechanistic view of humans, and “Helping poor people (like 
by giving them money) means that they won’t learn to take care of themselves.” It is 
again difficult to see how “Doing arts and crafts is the best way to relax,” relates to this 
more deterministic, mechanistic view of humans.  




both the UWM-CF items in the adult sample and the UWM items. The religious items 
that were combined in the adult sample (Study 1, Table 4) are dispersed across several 
factors in the child sample (Table 12). Whereas inner growth and self-improvement items 
loaded alongside other Humanistic and Harmony items in the adult sample and in the 
UWM, inner growth and self-improvement items loaded alongside self-reliance items and 
determinism items in the child sample. Furthermore, items related to determinism were 
combined in a single factor in both the adult sample and in the UWM but were split 
across two factors in the child sample. Finally, “Science is the best way to learn things 
about the world” loaded onto the Humanism and Harmony factor in the adult sample but 
loaded alongside Eastern-Based Spirituality items in the child sample. Generally, items 
were much less topically and ideologically consistent in the above factor structure than in 
the adult sample and the original UWM. This may be at least partially the result of an 
inadequate sample size but may also be evidence that children’s worldviews are 
structured quite differently from adults’ worldviews. Additionally, it is important to keep 
in mind that this factor structure was built on a sample that included data that would have 
been excluded from analyses (and, indeed, is not used in any other analysis reported in 
this section) due to issues with the procedure. Lastly, several small-to-moderate 
correlations were identified among the six factors, and a moderate-to-strong, positive 
correlation was identified between the Spirituality, Whimsy, and Science factor and the 
Humanism and Harmony factor. See Table 13 for all factor correlations. 
As in Study 1, a series of EFAs were also conducted excluding the non-worldview 
items. First, EFAs were run on the data from participants who were administered the two 





Factor Correlations of the UWM-CF and Non-Worldview Items on Child Data  
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2. Self-Reliance and 
Agency 
–.061 –     
3. Humanism and 
Harmony 
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4. Mechanism .204 .107 .116 –   
5. Determinism, 
Self-Reliance, 
and Inner Growth 




.033 –.023 .036 .112 .107 – 
 
and procedure as the last round of EFAs. After 10 iterations of EFA, all criteria were met. 
The final factor structure consisted of 14 items across three factors. This factor solution 
did not pass KMO’s Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.533) but did pass Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity (𝝌2[91]= 163.962, p < .001). The factor structure explained 45.027% of the 
total variance, which is slightly lower than the 52.10% of the UWM (Woodard, 2019). 
Two of the three Cronbach’s alphas were below .70, indicating low internal reliability for 
those two factors. The factor structure and alphas are reported in Table 14.  
 This factor structure is significantly different from the factor structure identified 
on both UWM-CF and non-worldview items (Table 12) but is still markedly different 





Factor Structure of the UWM-CF on Child Data 
Factor 1: Humanism, Harmony, and Spirituality (Eigenvalue λ = 2.816, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = 
.735) 
Items Loadings 
We should all try to take care of each other. .758 
Humans should protect nature. .740 
Nothing is really “dead.” There is spirit in everything and everyone. .648 
People really have free will. They can make their own choices for their 
lives. 
.611 
If someone wants to succeed, nothing can hold them back. .568 
Spirits (people without bodies) can talk to us. .523 
Factor 2: Self-Reliance and Inner Growth (Eigenvalue λ = 1.782, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .573) 
Items Loadings 
Anyone who really wants to work can get a job. .763 
It’s really important to me to keep trying to be a better and better person. .717 
Every person can do good things. .452 
If you work hard and save money, you won’t be poor. .427 
Factor 3: Monotheistic, Abrahamic Religion and Determinism (Eigenvalue λ = 1.707, 
Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .573) 
Items Loadings 
What people call “God” exists above in heaven and also here in the world 
around us. 
.699 
I pray (talk to God) a lot. .688 
People think that they can make their own choices, but they really can’t. .521 





Humanism, Harmony, and Spirituality, includes items related to taking care of other 
people and nature, the idea that there is a spiritual reality to the world, the existence of 
free will, and the idea that nothing can hold someone back from success if they want it 
enough. The second factor, Self-Reliance and Inner Growth, includes items related to 
self-reliance, self-improvement, and that every person has the potential to do good. The 
third factor, Monotheistic, Abrahamic Religion and Determinism includes items about 
praying to God, the presence of God in heaven and on Earth, and the illusion of free will. 
The items within each factor of this solution seem more conceptually related than those 
of Table 12 (child data on the UWM-CF and non-worldview items). Still, each factor of 
the solution in Table 14 includes items from two to four different factors of the UWM. 
Furthermore, there is much more conceptual overlap across separate factors of this 
solution than the factor solution of the UWM-CF in the adult sample and the UWM. For 
example, both Factors 1 and 2 in Table 14 seem to include ideas about human potential. 
Surprisingly, however, there is a small, negative correlation between those two factors 
(see Table 15 for all factor correlations). The range of topics included in each factor and 
the conceptual overlap across different factors makes this solution difficult to interpret. 
Furthermore, the ratio of participants per item (34:14) is still below the recommended 
ratio of five to ten participants per item, and KMO’s Measure of Sampling Adequacy 
(.533) indicated an insufficient sample size. Thus, it is difficult to know how accurately 
this factor solution represents children’s organization of the UWM-CF items.  
To address these issues, a series of EFAs were also conducted after adding the 
pilot data to the sample, bringing the n up to 67. Because 34 of these participants were 





Factor Correlations of the UWM-CF on Child Data 
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administered the original two Determinism items, data from the original and updated 
versions of the two items were combined and treated as the same. After eight EFA 
iterations using the same criteria and procedure for removing factors and items as the last 
two rounds of EFAs, the resulting factor structure consisted of 17 items across four 
factors. Although the sample was nearly doubled, KMO’s measure of sampling adequacy 
still revealed a sub-standard sample (.568). The resulting factor structure did, however, 
pass Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (𝝌2[136]= 330.961, p < .001). The factor structure 
explained 41.572% of the total variance. Half of the Cronbach’s alphas were found to be 
below .70, indicating substandard internal reliability. Table 16 details this factor structure 
and Cronbach’s alphas.  
This factor structure is more similar to that produced from the adult UWM-CF 
data (Study 1, Tables 4 and 6). The first factor, Religion, includes all four of Eastern-
Based Spirituality items and three of the four Secularism items. The second factor, Inner 





Factor Structure of the UWM-CF on Combined Pilot and Official Child Data  
Factor 1: Religion (Eigenvalue λ = 3.023, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .757) 
Items Loadings 
Spirits (people without bodies) can talk to us. .656 
What people call “God” exists above in heaven and also here in the world 
around us. 
.648 
Nothing is really “dead.” There is spirit in everything and everyone. .632 
After I die, my spirit (the invisible part of me that makes me, me) gets 
mixed in and becomes part of the universe. 
.539 
Some people have spiritual power, like healing or being able to see the 
future. 
.505 
I pray (talk to God) a lot. .448 
After I die, everything about my life stops. –.437 
Factor 2: Inner Growth, Self-Reliance, and Agency (Eigenvalue λ = 1.571, Cronbach’s 
𝛼 = .677) 
Items Loadings 
It’s really important to me to keep trying to be a better and better person. .760 
Anyone who really wants to work can get a job. .609 
People really have free will. They can make their own choices for their 
lives. 
.498 
Science is the best way to learn things about the world. .492 
If someone wants to succeed, nothing can hold them back. .442 
Factor 3: Harmony (Eigenvalue λ = 1.319, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .775) 
Items Loadings 
Humans should protect nature. .952 




Table 16, cont. 
Factor Structure of the UWM-CF on Combined Pilot and Official Child Data  
Factor 4: Determinism (Eigenvalue λ = 1.154, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .592) 
Items Loadings 
There is no such thing as free will. We don’t really make our own choices. .709 
Human beings are controlled by their programming and don’t have real 
choice. (Original version: Human beings are like computers, controlled by 
their programming and without real choice.) 
.661 
People think that they can make their own choices, but they really can’t. 
(Original version: People are taught that they can make their own choices, 
but they really can’t.) 
.492 
 
power of hard work, the reality of free will, and “Science is the best way to learn things 
about the world.” The third factor, Harmony, includes items regarding caring for others 
and nature. The fourth factor, Determinism, includes the three negatively-valenced free 
will items chosen from the UWM. Several small-to-moderate correlations were identified 
among the four factors (see Table 17), the largest of which being a moderate, positive 
correlation between the Religion and Harmony factors. Of particular note is the small-to-
moderate, negative correlation between the Religion and Determinism factors. Two 
factors with similar content in the adult sample were positively correlated (see Tables 6 
and 7). 
To investigate how much the two updated free will items changed the factor 
structure, a series of EFAs were conducted on the pilot data with the original free will 
items (n = 33). After five iterations of EFA, all criteria were met, leaving 18 items across 
five factors. Unsurprisingly, this factor solution did not pass KMO’s Measure of 





Factor Correlations of the UWM-CF on Combined Pilot and Official Child Data  
Factor 1 2 3 4 
1. Religion –    
2. Inner Growth, 
Self-Reliance, and 
Agency 
.212 –   
3. Harmony .367 .158 –  
4. Determinism –.217 .003 –.253 – 
 
p < .001). The factor structure explained 53.999% of the total variance. Cronbach’s 
alphas for two factors were below .70. The factor structure and alphas are detailed in 
Table 18. The first factor, Religion, remained quite consistent in this factor structure 
compared to that created from combining the pilot and official data (Table 16). Likewise, 
the second factor included items related to inner growth, agency, and the power of hard 
work, similar to the second factor in the last factor structure.  
The third factor was slightly different from the third factor in the last factor 
structure. Specifically, the item “We should all take care of each other” was swapped for 
a negatively-loading “Helping poor people, like by giving them money, means that they 
won’t learn to take care of themselves,” which serve very similar conceptual and thematic 
roles in their respective factors. The fifth factor in this factor structure is quite similar to 
the final factor of the last factor structure, encompassing items about determinism. 
However, this factor also included “After I die, everything about my life stops,” which 
adds an element of mechanism to this factor (similar to the Determinism and Mechanism 




determinism items in the UWM-CF factor structure of the adult sample in Study 1 and in 
the UWM-CF and non-worldview factor structure of the child sample. Finally, the fourth 
factor here included a positively-loading item from the Self-Reliance factor of the UWM 
(“If someone really wants to succeed, nothing can hold them back”) and a negatively-
loading determinism item (“People are taught that they can make their own choices, but 
they really can’t”). These two items together seem to point to belief about human 
potential. Though topically consistent, this factor has much conceptual overlap with the 
second factor in Table 18, and thus makes it more difficult to interpret the overall factor 
structure. Indeed, the second and fourth factors have the largest correlation among the 
factors in this structure at r = .308. Several additional small-to-moderate factor 
correlations were identified and can be found in Table 19. 
The factor structures identified with each of these three child samples had some 
notable differences, and all of the factor structures identified on the child data in Study 2  
Table 18 
Factor Structure of the UWM-CF on Pilot Child Data  
Factor 1: Religion (Eigenvalue λ = 3.643, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .801) 
Items Loadings 
Nothing is really “dead.” There is spirit in everything and everyone. .775 
After I die, my spirit (the invisible part of me that makes me, me) gets 
mixed in and becomes part of the universe. 
.729 
What people call “God” exists above in heaven and also here in the world 
around us. 
.645 
Spirits (people without bodies) can talk to us. .588 





Table 18, cont. 
Factor Structure of the UWM-CF on Pilot Child Data  
Factor 1, cont.: Religion (Eigenvalue λ = 3.643, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .801) 
Items Loadings 
Some people have spiritual power, like healing or being able to see the 
future. 
.485 
Factor 2: Inner Growth, Self-Reliance, and Agency (Eigenvalue λ = 2.294, Cronbach’s 
𝛼 = .719) 
Items Loadings 
It’s really important to me to keep trying to be a better and better person. .779 
People really have free will. They can make their own choices for their 
lives. 
.775 
Science is the best way to learn things about the world. .721 
Anyone who really wants to work can get a job. .376 
Factor 3: Humanism and Harmony (Eigenvalue λ = 1.430, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .434) 
Items Loadings 
Humans should protect nature. .861 
Every person can do good things. .779 
Helping poor people, like by giving them money, means that they won’t 
learn to take care of themselves. 
–.452 
Factor 4: Human Potential (Eigenvalue λ = 1.273, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .735) 
Items Loadings 
If someone really wants to succeed, nothing can hold them back. .920 









Table 18, cont. 
Factor Structure of the UWM-CF on Pilot Child Data  
Factor 5: Determinism and Mechanism (Eigenvalue λ = 1.080, Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .437) 
Items Loadings 
Human beings are like computers, controlled by their programming and 
without real choice. 
.689 
There is no such thing as free will. We don’t really make our own choices. .430 
After I die, everything about my life stops. .416 
 
Table 19 
Factor Correlations of the UWM-CF on Pilot Child Data 
Factor 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Religion –     
2. Inner Growth, 
Self-Reliance, 
and Agency 
.273 –   
 
3. Humanism and 
Harmony 
.134 –.082 –  
 
4. Human Potential .275 .308 .010 –  
5. Determinism 
and Mechanism 
–.107 –.173 –.096 –.042 
– 
 
were substantially different than both the factors structure of the UWM-CF in Study 1and 
the factor structure of the original UWM. The first factor identified on the official data 
with the two updated free will items (Table 14) includes items related to harmony with 
others and nature, Eastern-based spirituality, self-reliance, and the reality of free will, 




the combined data (Table 16) and four different factors on the factor structure identified 
on the pilot data (Table 18). The second factor in Table 14 better matches the second 
factor in Tables 16 and 18. In all three factor structures, the second factor includes items 
related to inner growth and self-reliance. In Table 14, this factor also includes the item 
“Every person can do good things,” and in Tables 16 and 18, the second factor includes 
“Science is the best way to learn things about the world” and “People really have free 
will. They can make their own choices for their lives.” The third and final factor in Table 
14 includes items related to prayer and the existence of God in heaven and on Earth as 
well as items regarding determinism, whereas religious items loaded with Eastern-based 
spirituality items in Tables 16 and 18 and determinism items loaded onto other factors.  
The factor structures identified on the pilot data and combined pilot and official 
data in Study 2 are much more similar to the factor structure of the UWM-CF identified 
on adult data in Study 1. The first factor in all three factor structures includes Eastern-
based spirituality items as well as items related to prayer and the presence of God in 
heaven and on Earth. The second factor in all three factor structures includes items 
related to inner growth and the importance of science, and the existence of free will. 
However, the second factor identified on the adult sample also includes harmony items, 
which loaded onto their own factor in the factor structures identified on pilot child data 
and combined pilot and official child data. The second factor on these two child factor 
structures also included items related to self-reliance, which loaded onto their own factor 
in the adult sample. This suggests that children think of inner growth, science, free will, 
and hard work as complementary concepts, whereas adults think of inner growth, 




third factor on the structure built on adult data includes items related to determinism and 
the item “After I die, everything about my life stops.” These items also load on the same 
factor in the pilot child data, but not the combined pilot and official child data, which has 
a factor with just determinism items, and the item “After I die, everything about my life 
stops” is loaded negatively on the religion factor. 
The factor structures produced by the UWM-CF on official child data and 
combined pilot and official child data both have fewer than five factors, which is the 
number of factors of the UWM (Woodard, 2019). It is possible that items that are 
combined on the same factor in these two UWM-CF factor structures may have loaded 
onto separate factors had their eigenvalues passed the Kaiser criterion. Thus, two final 
factor analyses were conducted extracting five factors without removing any of the 20 
UWM-CF items in order to investigate how these 20 items were organized across five 
different factors. One factor analysis was conducted on the official child data with the 
two updated determinism items, and one was conducted on the combined pilot and 
official child data treating the original and updated determinism items as the same.  
The 20-item, five-factor structure built from and EFA on the official child data 
with the two updated determinism items did not drastically differ from the original factor 
structure identified on this data (see Table 14). Two of the factors with more diverse 
items were each broken down in two more topically consistent factors. For example, the 
first factor of the original factor structure, Humanism, Harmony, and Spirituality, was 
broken down into a factor with Humanism and Harmony items and a factor with Eastern-
Based Spirituality items. Additionally, the third factor of the original factor structure, 




Monotheistic, Abrahamic Religion items and a factor with Determinism items. The 
second factor of the original factor structure, Self-Reliance and Inner Growth, remained 
fairly consistent. This five-factor structure was slightly better aligned with the five-factor 
structure of the UWM, with all four of the Eastern-Based Spirituality items loading onto 
the same factor and three of the four Determinism Items loading onto the same factor. 
However, the Humanism and Harmony items from the predicted factor structure were 
split across two different factors, and the Secularism and Self-Reliance items were each 
split across three separate factors. See Table 20 for the full factor structure.  
Table 20 
Five-Factor Structure of the UWM-CF on Official Child Data  
Factor 1: Humanism and Harmony (Eigenvalue λ = 3.566) 
Items Loadings 
We should all try to take care of each other. .906 
Humans should protect nature. .839 
People really have free will. They can make their own choices for their 
lives. 
.500 
If someone really wants to succeed, nothing can hold them back. .493 
Factor 2: Eastern-Based Spirituality (Eigenvalue λ = 2.476) 
Items Loadings 
Spirits (people without bodies) can talk to us. .893 
Some people have spiritual powers like healing or being able to see the 
future. 
.664 
Nothing is really “dead.” There is spirit in everything and everyone. .560 






Table 20, cont. 
Five-Factor Structure of the UWM-CF on Official Child Data  
Factor 2, cont.: Eastern-Based Spirituality (Eigenvalue λ = 2.476) 
Items Loadings 
After I die, my spirit (the invisible part of me that makes me, me) get mixed 
in and becomes part of the universe. 
.396 
Factor 3: Determinism and Mechanism (Eigenvalue λ = 1.905) 
Items Loadings 
Human beings are controlled by their programming and don’t have real 
choice.  
.968 
There is no such thing a free will. We don’t really make our own choices. .689 
People think that they can make their own choices, but they really can’t.  .471 
Helping poor people (like by giving them money) means that they won’t 
learn to take care of themselves. 
.387 
Factor 4: Inner Growth and Self-Reliance (Eigenvalue λ = 1.593) 
Items Loadings 
It’s really important to me to keep trying to be a better and better person. .644 
Anyone who really wants to work can get a job. .643 
If you work hard and save money, you won’t be poor. .642 
Every person can do good things. .515 
Science is the best way to learn things about the world. .444 
Factor 5: Monotheistic, Abrahamic Religion (Eigenvalue λ = 1.378) 
Items Loadings 
What people call “God” exists above in heaven and also here in the world 
around us. 
.876 





The EFA using all 20 UWM-CF and five factors on combined pilot and official 
child data demonstrated very similar results. The combined religion factor of the original 
factor structure from the combined pilot and official child data (see Table 16) was broken 
down into Eastern-Based Spirituality (which consisted of all four of the original Eastern-
Based Spirituality items) and Monotheistic, Abrahamic beliefs. The Inner Growth, Self-
Reliance, and Agency factor and the Harmony factor remained largely unchanged. Lastly, 
the three Determinism items (Factor 4 in Table 16) were joined by a couple of 
mechanism-evoking items. Again, this five-factor structure was only slightly closer to the 
five-factor structure of the UWM than the three-factor solution in Table 16.  
Table 21 
Five-Factor Structure of the UWM-CF on Combined Pilot and Official Child Data  
Factor 1: Eastern-Based Spirituality (Eigenvalue λ = 3.120) 
Items Loadings 
Spirits (people without bodies) can talk to us. .806 
Nothing is really “dead.” There is spirit in everything and everyone. .654 
Some people have spiritual powers like healing or being able to see the 
future. 
.576 
After I die, my spirit (the invisible part of me that makes me, me) get mixed 
in and becomes part of the universe. 
.494 
Factor 2: Inner Growth, Self-Reliance, and Agency (Eigenvalue λ = 1.776) 
Items Loadings 
It’s really important to me to keep trying to be a better and better person. .720 
Anyone who really wants to work can get a job. .651 






Table 21, cont. 
Five-Factor Structure of the UWM-CF on Combined Pilot and Official Child Data  
Factor 2, cont.: Inner Growth, Self-Reliance, and Agency (Eigenvalue λ = 1.776) 
Items Loadings 
People really have free will. They can make their own choices for their 
lives. 
.466 
If someone really wants to succeed, nothing can hold them back. .426 
If you work hard and save money, you won’t be poor. .320 
Factor 3: Determinism and Mechanism (Eigenvalue λ = 1.392) 
Items Loadings 
Human beings are controlled by their programming and don’t have real 
choice. (Original version: Human beings are like computers, controlled by 
their programming and without real choice.) 
.755 
There is no such thing a free will. We don’t really make our own choices. .649 
People think that they can make their own choices, but they really can’t. 
(Original version: People are taught that they can make their own choices, 
but they really can’t.) 
.465 
After I die, everything about my life stops. .291 
Every person can do good things. –.185 
Factor 4: Harmony (Eigenvalue λ = 1.303) 
Items Loadings 
We should all try to take care of each other. .849 
Humans should protect nature. .796 
Factor 5: Monotheistic, Abrahamic Religion (Eigenvalue λ = .967) 
Items Loadings 






Table 21, cont. 
Five-Factor Structure of the UWM-CF on Combined Pilot and Official Child Data  
Factor 5, cont.: Monotheistic, Abrahamic Religion (Eigenvalue λ = .967) 
Items Loadings 
I pray (talk to God) a lot. .499 
Helping poor people (like by giving them money) means that they won’t 
learn to take care of themselves. 
–.177 
 
Relationships Among the UWM-CF and Parents’ Political and Religious Affiliations 
 Finally, a series of regressions and ANOVAs (mirroring those conducted in Study 
1) were run to assess the relationships between parents’ political and religious affiliations 
and their children’s scores on the UWM-CF (n = 67 for the 18 UWM-CF that were 
unchanged from the pilot sample to the official sample, and n = 34 for the two updated 
free will items used on the official sample). These analyses provide insight into the 
manner in which and the extent to which children’s worldviews are shaped by their 
parents’ political and religious beliefs. Parents were asked the same four questions about 
their political and religious affiliations as adults in Study 1 (see Appendix C). All 
findings are listed in Tables 22 and 23. Just as adults with more conservative and 
Republican affiliations agreed more with items related to self-reliance, so too did children 
with more conservative and Republican parents agree significantly more with these items. 
Children with more conservative and Republican parents were also significantly more 
likely to agree with all religious items including those related to monotheistic, Abrahamic 
beliefs and those related to Eastern-based religions. However, unlike adults in Study 1, 




likely) to agree with “Science is the best way to learn things about the world” (Beta = –
.166, p = .179). Regarding items about free will, children with more conservative and 
Republican parents were less likely to agree with items related to determinism and more 
likely to agree with “People really have free will. They can make their own choices for 
their lives.” However, conservative and Republican adults in Study 1 were more likely to 
agree with items related to determinism. Finally, parents’ political affiliations had no 
effect on children’s responses to the four Humanism and Harmony items.  
 The strength of parents’ religious beliefs influenced children’s worldviews far less 
than the strength of adults’ religious beliefs influenced their own worldview responses. A 
few significant relationships were identified between parent religious strength and child 
worldviews, however. The more strongly parents hold their religious beliefs, the more 
their children agreed with “Helping poor people, like by giving them money, means that 
they won’t learn to take care of themselves” (a similar relationship was identified in 
Study 1). Furthermore, consistent with the relationship identified in Study 1, the more 
strongly parents hold their religious beliefs, the more strongly their children agreed with 
“I pray (talk to God) a lot.” However, in contrast to the relationship identified in Study 1, 
the more strongly parents hold their religious beliefs, the more their children disagreed 
with “After I die, my spirit (the invisible part of me that makes me, me) gets mixed in and 
becomes part of the universe.” Strength of parents’ religious beliefs did not relate to 
children’s free will beliefs or Humanism and Harmony beliefs. 
 In Study 1, enough adults reported being Christian, Muslim, or Non-
Religious/Agnostic/Atheist to compare these three groups on the UWM-CF items. In 





Relationships Between Parent Political and Religious Affiliations and UWM-CF Items 
(Regressions) 
UWM-CF Item (DV) 










We should all try to take care 
of each other. 
–.052 .050 .018 
Every person can do good 
things. 
–.096 .006 .086 
Humans should protect nature. –.037 .078 .062 
It’s really important to me to 
keep trying to be a better and 
better person. 
–.066 .141 .128 
Science is the best way to learn 
things about the world. 
.079 .196‡ .166† 
After I die, everything about 
my life stops. 
–.018 .082 .118 
I pray (talk to God) a lot. .273** .443*** .472*** 
What people call “God” exists 
above in heaven and also here 
in the world around us. 
.094 .325** .340** 
After I die, my spirit (the 
invisible part of me that makes 
me, me) gets mixed in and 
becomes part of the universe. 
–.201‡ .086 .012 
Nothing is really “dead.” There 
is spirit in everything and 
everyone. 
–.120 .232* .165† 
Spirits (people without bodies) 
talk to us. 





Table 22, cont. 
Relationships Between Parent Political and Religious Affiliations and UWM-CF Items 
(Regressions) 
UWM-CF Item (DV) 










Some people have spiritual 
powers like healing or being 
able to see the future. 
.000 .268* .225‡ 
Anyone who really wants to 
work can get a job. 
.030 .241* .148 
If someone really wants to 
succeed, nothing can hold them 
back. 
–.058 .099 .019 
Helping poor people (like by 
giving them money) means that 
they won’t learn to take care of 
themselves. 
.278* .207‡ .212‡ 
If you work hard and save 
money, you won’t be poor. 
.045 .249* .187† 
There is no such thing as free 
will. We don’t really make our 
own choices. 
–.093 –.009 –.084 
People think that they can 
make their own choices, but 
they really can’t. 
–.073 .263† .142 
Human beings are controlled 
by their programming and 
don’t have real choice. 
.060 .389* .266‡ 
People really have free will. 
They can make their own 
choices for their lives. 




Note. Each predictor and item pair were analyzed in separate linear regression analyses. 
All reported numbers are Standardized Coefficients (Betas). To make Betas easier to 
interpret, UWM-CF items are reverse-scored, such that 1 = Strongly Disagree and 6 = 
Strongly Agree.  
a Higher scores on this item are indicative of stronger religious beliefs. 
b Higher scores on this item are indicative of a more conservative ideology. 
c Higher scores on this item are indicative of a stronger Republican affiliation. 
†p < .20 ‡p < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
 
or Non-Religious/Agnostic/Atheist (n = 30) to compare their children’s UWM-CF 
responses (see Table 23 for all comparisons). Unlike the adults in Study 1, children with 
Christian and non-religious parents were significantly more likely to agree with the two 
Harmony items (“We should all try to take care of each other” and “Humans should 
protect nature”) than children with Jewish parents. However, children of Christian 
parents were generally more likely to agree with items related to Monotheistic, 
Abrahamic religions and disagree with secular items than children with Jewish or non-
religious parents, which does map onto the differences observed between Christian and 
non-Christian adults in Study 1. Furthermore, in general, children with Christian parents 
were more likely to agree with Eastern-Based Spirituality items than either children with 
Jewish parents and children with non-religious parents, and children with non-religious 
parents were more likely to agree with Eastern-Based Spirituality items than children 
with Jewish parents. Unlike in Study 1, no differences were found on children’s 




Finally, in contrast to the relationships identified in Study 1, children with Christian 
parents were more likely to say that free will exists than children with Jewish or non-
religious parents, and children of non-religious parents were more likely to say that free 
will exists than children of Jewish parents.  
Together, these results demonstrate that parents’ political and religious affiliations 
are influencing their children’s worldviews. Parents’ political and religious affiliations 
relate to children’s religious beliefs and beliefs about self-reliance in the same way that 
adult political and religious affiliations predict their own beliefs on these topics. 
However, parents’ political and religious affiliations impact their children’s beliefs on 
topics of Humanism, harmony with others and nature, free will, and science in the 
opposite direction as adult political and religious affiliations relate to their own beliefs on 
these topics. This suggests that political and religious affiliations differentially impact 
beliefs on these topics in childhood than in adulthood. 
Table 23 





Christian –    
Non-Religious 
Jewish –      
Non-Religious 
We should all try to take care of each 
other. 
.505* .005 –.500* 
Every person can do good things. –.349 .184 .533 
Humans should protect nature. .435* –.031 –.467* 
It’s really important to me to keep 
trying to be a better and better person. 




Table 23, cont. 






Christian –    
Non-Religious 
Jewish –      
Non-Religious 
Science is the best way to learn 
things about the world. 
–.188 –.022 .167 
After I die, everything about my life 
stops. 
–.567 –.733† –.167 
I pray (talk to God) a lot. 2.247** 2.514*** .267 
What people call “God” exists above 
in heaven and also here in the world 
around us. 
1.167† 2.131*** .964 
After I die, my spirit (the invisible 
part of me that makes me, me) gets 
mixed in and becomes part of the 
universe. 
1.500‡ .609 –.891 
Nothing is really “dead.” There is 
spirit in everything and everyone. 
1.615* .241 –1.374‡ 
Spirits (people without bodies) talk to 
us. 
1.867* .667† –1.200† 
Some people have spiritual powers 
like healing or being able to see the 
future. 
.140 .462 .322 
Anyone who really wants to work can 
get a job. 
–.113 –.046 .067 
If someone really wants to succeed, 
nothing can hold them back. 
.237 –.304 –.540 
Helping poor people (like by giving 
them money) means that they won’t 
learn to take care of themselves. 





Table 23, cont. 





Christian –    
Non-Religious 
Jewish –      
Non-Religious 
If you work hard and save money, 
you won’t be poor. 
–.409 .158 .567 
There is no such thing as free will. 
We don’t really make our own 
choices. 
–1.624* –.890* .733 
People think that they can make their 
own choices, but they really can’t. 
–.810 .034 .810 
Human beings are controlled by their 
programming and don’t have real 
choice. 
–.143 –.084 .059 
People really have free will. They can 
make their own choices for their 
lives. 
1.452* .218 –1.233* 
 
Note. These one-way ANOVAs used Fischer’s Least Square Difference (LSD) post hoc 
test. To make mean differences easier to interpret, UWM-CF items are reverse-scored, 
such that 1 = Strongly Disagree and 6 = Strongly Agree.  
†p < .20 ‡p < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
 
Conclusion 
 In this sample of children 7-9 years old, the factor structure of the UWM-CF 
items and non-worldview items are markedly different from the factor structure of the 
UWM-CF in adults and the factor structure of the UWM. A CFA demonstrated an overall 




CF, and EFAs significantly reorganized the five hypothesized factors into factors with 
different content and themes. This suggests that children are organizing their worldviews 
quite differently than adults. Furthermore, this discrepancy increased when non-
worldview items were included, suggesting that children’s worldview beliefs have 
different relationships with non-worldview items than adult’s worldview beliefs. 
However, all results from factor analyses should be interpreted in light of the inadequate 
sample sizes used in this study. As demonstrated by the different factor structures of the 
UWM-CF on the official child data, the pilot child data, and the combined official and 
pilot data, the factor structure of a full sample may look significantly different than those 
reported here and may even show a better fit to the hypothesized factor structure based on 
the UWM. Finally, parents’ religious and political affiliations significantly predicted 
many of their children’s responses to the UWM-CF. Furthermore, many of these 
relationships mirrored the relationships between adults’ religious and political affiliations 
and their own UWM-CF responses (Study 1). This suggests that the UWM-CF is a useful 
tool in assessing worldview transmission from parents to children. 
General Discussion 
 The results from Study 1 and Study 2 suggest that (1) the UWM-CF has some 
notable differences from the UWM, (2) the worldviews of children at 7-9 years old are 
different in a few significant ways from the worldviews of adults, (3) more abstracted, 
generalized worldview beliefs are more closely related to concrete, specific beliefs and 
behaviors than previously thought, and (4) adults’ religious and political affiliations 
influence both their own and their children’s worldview beliefs. These findings are 




Differences Between the UWM and UWM-CF 
 In Study 1, confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses on an adult sample 
demonstrated that adults were organizing the UWM-CF items based on the Secularism 
factor of the UWM differently. Instead of a factor for items related to Eastern-based 
religions and a factor for items related to secular beliefs in contention with monotheistic, 
Abrahamic beliefs, all religious items were combined into a single factor. Furthermore, 
reflecting the independence of deterministic beliefs and free-will beliefs (Carey & 
Paulhus, 2012), the one positively-valence free will item loaded onto a separate factor 
than the three deterministic items, which were all combined onto a single Determinism 
factor in the UWM. The differences observed in the factor structures of the UWM-CF 
and the UWM may be a result of which four items from each factor of the UWM were 
chosen and which items were not chosen. As explained in the Methods of Study 1, items 
were chosen based on how strongly they loaded on to their factor and how unique they 
were (that is, not as highly correlated with each other). Thus, not all of the four strongest-
loading items from each factor were used in the UWM-CF. These criteria were used in an 
effort to ensure the child-friendly worldview items captured as many different kinds of 
beliefs, values, and attitudes as the UWM. If factor loadings had been the only criterion 
considered when choosing items for the UWM-CF, the UWM-CF factor structure may 
have more closely resembled that of the UWM. Indeed, the four strongest-loading items 
on the Self-Reliance factor of the UWM were all unique enough to be used in the UWM-
CF, and all four of the Self-Reliance items formed their own factor in the UWM-CF. 
When looking at the four items taken from the Secularism and Free Will factors of the 




the UWM-CF), the items that loaded the most similarly onto their UWM factor stayed 
together in the UWM-CF factor structure.  
It is much more likely that using items that loaded the strongest and were more 
highly intercorrelated would have better preserved the UWM factor structure. However, 
these items would not have reflected the breadth of each factor in the UWM. For 
example, the four Humanism and Harmony items would not have included items about 
protecting nature or inner growth, and the Secularism items would not have included 
items about prayer or God being in heaven and on Earth. Therefore, even if the five 
factors would have been better preserved in the UWM-CF if only the four strongest-
loading items were used, the content of those factors would still have been different from 
the UWM to the UWM-CF, and thus comparisons of factor scores on each of these two 
measures would have been less meaningful.  
Alternatively, the differences in factor structures of the UWM-CF and the UWM 
may be due to the wording changes made when translating the 20 items chosen from the 
UWM to child-friendly language. Although items were changed as little as possible, and 
two items were not changed at all, the changes that were made could be eliciting different 
responses to the UWM and UWM-CF items. Looking at the correlations between the 
UWM-CF items and the items they were translated from in the UWM (Table 8), we see 
that the two items that were not changed for the UWM-CF, “We should all try to take 
care of each other” and “Anyone who really wants to work can get a job” are correlated 
at r = .547 and r = .502, respectively. Very few items on the UWM-CF had lower 
correlations with their UWM counterparts than r = .502. “Science is the best way to learn 




knowledge” on the UWM were correlated at r = .481, “If you work hard and save money, 
you won’t be poor” on the UWM-CF and “If you work hard and manage your money 
well, you’ll never have to worry about being poor” on the UWM were correlated at r = 
.457, “People think that they can make their own choices, but they really can’t” on the 
UWM-CF and “People only believe in ‘free will’ because they are taught to believe in it” 
on the UWM were correlated at r = .471, and “People really have free will. They can 
make their own choices for their lives” on the UWM-CF and “People really have ‘free 
will’ in making choices for their lives” were correlated at r = .368.  
Two of these items did indeed load onto different factors in the UWM-CF than 
their counterparts in the UWM. However, the other three items that loaded onto different 
factors on the UWM-CF than their counterparts on the UWM had higher correlations 
between the UWM item and the translated UWM-CF item. Indeed, “I pray (talk to God) a 
lot” on the UWM-CF had the highest correlation with its UWM counterpart “I take a 
moment for reflection, prayer or meditation regularly” at r = .717, even though the 
UWM-CF item loaded onto a different factor than the UWM item. Therefore, while 
efforts could be made to edit the language of the four UWM-CF items that correlated 
with their UWM counterparts at less than .502 to better ensure that these two measures 
are assessing the same constructs, it may not change the factor structure of the UWM-CF 
to more closely match that of the UWM. 
Children’s Worldviews Are Distinct from Adults’ Worldviews 
Factor analyses conducted on child data in Study 2 demonstrated more divergence 
in the factor structure of the UWM-CF compared to that of the UWM. However, the 




of the UWM-CF on adult data than the factor structure of the UWM. Generally, the 
UWM-CF factor structures build on child data, like those built on adult data, consisted of 
a combined Religion factor and a Determinism and Mechanism factor. However, children 
were more likely to combine the Self-Reliance items with items related to inner growth, 
and separate items related to harmony with others and nature into their own factors. 
Adults, on the other hand, were more likely to combine the harmony items with the inner 
growth items and separate Self-Reliance items into their own factor. These differences 
provide some insight into the developmental changes in the organization of our 
worldviews from childhood to adulthood. Whereas adults view self-reliance as 
independent from a more Humanistic take on inner growth (which is more related to 
ideas about the innate goodness of all people and the value of caring for others and the 
planet), children do not. Indeed, a similar idea is reflected in the different relationships 
between political and religious affiliations and the four Humanistic and Harmony items in 
Study 1 versus Study 2. This is further discussed below. 
Taken together, these results suggest that children and adults have much overlap 
in the organization of the UWM-CF items with a few notable exceptions. Nonetheless, 
the factor structure of the UWM-CF built on adult data is closer to that of the UWM than 
the factor structure of the UWM-CF built on child data is to the UWM. In other words, 
the UWM-CF does have notable differences from the UWM, and these differences are 
more apparent in child data than adult data.  
Relationships Between UWM-CF and Non-Worldview Items 
Surprisingly, in both the adult and child samples of Studies 1 and 2, five of the 10 




five non-worldview items did not substantially alter the factor structure of the UWM-CF 
(see Table 4). Although it was predicted that participants would discriminate between the 
worldview and non-worldview items enough that the non-worldview items would not 
load strongly into the factor structure, they did load alongside conceptually similar 
worldview items. This finding suggests that adults’ worldviews are less organized by 
level of abstraction and more organized by themes. Thus, both more concrete, specific 
beliefs and more abstracted, generalized beliefs are included in the same thematically 
consistent factor. Furthermore, this finding serves as evidence of how one’s more 
abstracted and generalized beliefs are tightly interconnected with more specific beliefs 
and behaviors, like reading and eating vegetables.  
Unlike in Study 1, the inclusion of non-worldview items in the child sample of 
Study 2 substantially impacted the overall factor structure (see Table 12). As a whole, the 
inclusion of these non-worldview items renders the factors far less thematically coherent 
and far less aligned with the factor structure of the UWM-CF identified on adult data. 
This may be because children’s more abstracted, generalized beliefs are not as well 
aligned with their more concrete, specific beliefs and behaviors. Thus, while the structure 
of the UWM-CF on child data is coherent and thematically consistent, children’s 
worldview beliefs are not as predictive of their more specific, concrete beliefs and 
behaviors. This is reflective of previous research, such as a study by Srinivasan et al. 
(2016) that demonstrated older children’s (6th – 11th graders) beliefs about free will more 
strongly predict specific beliefs about agency in their own daily lives than younger 
children (3rd and 5th graders). Thus, we would expect these non-worldview items to load 




The incoherence of this factor structure may also be a symptom of a 
methodological issue. This factor structure was built on a sample of official child data (n 
= 34) and data that was otherwise removed from analyses due to procedural or participant 
anomalies (n = 6). Not only does this sample include participants that were otherwise 
removed from analyses, but the sample is also particularly small for factor analyses (n = 
40), even with the inclusion of those six participants. Indeed, this analysis had the lowest 
KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy of any analyses reported here at .338. Therefore, 
even though it was originally predicted that the 10 non-worldview items would load 
weakly and randomly across the five worldview factors or form separate factors, the 
strong loadings of five non-worldview items on the worldview factors in both Study 1 
and Study 2 do not necessarily invalidate the UWM-CF. 
Relationships Between the UWM-CF and Religious and Political Affiliations  
Across both Study 1 and 2, the relationships between UWM-CF items and the 
four religious and political affiliation questions aligned with the predicted and/or 
previously identified relationships. This serves as evidence of the predictive validity of 
the UWM-CF. There were, however, some interesting differences in the relationships 
between adults’ religious and political affiliations and their own worldviews and the 
relationships between parents’ religious and political affiliations and their children’s 
worldviews. Specifically, having more conservative, Republican, or religious parents did 
not predict less agreement with “Science is the best way to learn things about the world” 
in the way that being more conservative, Republican, or religious predicted adults’ own 
lower agreement with this item. Furthermore, having more conservative and Republican 




conservative and Republican predicted adults’ own higher agreement with determinism 
items. Furthermore, having more conservative and Republican parents did not predict 
children’s responses to any of the Humanity and Humanism items, whereas more 
conservative adults were more likely to disagree with “We should all try to take care of 
each other” and “Humans should protect nature.” Whereas non-religious adults were 
more likely to agree with Humanism and Harmony items than Christian adults, children 
of non-religious parents were not more likely to agree with Humanism and Harmony 
items than children of Christian parents. Finally, whereas Christian adults were more 
likely to agree with deterministic items than non-religious adults, children of Christian 
parents were more likely to say free will exists than children of non-religious parents.  
These differences could be indicative of which worldview beliefs are transmitted 
more or less faithfully from parents to their children. For example, as both conservative 
and Republican adults and their children believe more in self-reliance, these beliefs 
appear to be faithfully transmitted from parents to children. However, having Christian 
parents did not predict higher beliefs in determinism in the same way that being Christian 
predicted one’s own higher beliefs in determinism, suggesting these beliefs are not as 
faithfully transmitted from parents to children. These results could also suggest that one’s 
affiliations, particularly religious affiliations, are related to different worldview beliefs in 
adults than children. For example, determinism and Christianity may be conceptually 
related in adults’ worldviews, but not children’s worldviews. Finally, as demonstrated by 
the descriptive statistics of the UWM-CF (Table 11), children are less variable on the 
Humanism and Harmony items and the Determinism items. Thus, it is unsurprising that 




affiliations and these items do with adults’ own religious and political affiliations. As 
children age and demonstrate more variability on these items, these relationships should 
become more aligned with their own and possibly their parents’ religious and political 
affiliations. Future research could use the UWM-CF to explore this question.   
Limitations  
 This research has some important limitations that can be addressed in future 
research. Primarily, the findings discussed in Study 2 are attenuated by its small sample 
size. As a reminder, 5-10 participants per item is typically recommended for factor 
analyses (Comrey & Lee, 1992). However, the samples used for factor analyses in Study 
2 only reached about 1.5-3.5 participants per item, and KMO’s Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy was consistently low (around .3 to .6) in Study 2. This low sample size makes 
it difficult to know how accurate the CFA and EFA findings in Study 2 are. Thus, other 
results, such as those of Study 1, have been weighed more heavily in evaluating the 
validity of the UWM-CF. To address this issue, data collection is currently underway on 
additional 7- to 9-year-olds following the same method as outlined in Study 2. These 
participants will be added to the sample in Study 2 until the target of N = 100-200 is met, 
at which time all analyses will be re-run. 
 Other limitations of Study 2 derive from the online data collection procedure that 
was necessitated during the COVID-19 pandemic. The online data collection procedure 
limited the sample to only those with a home computer and a reliable Internet connection, 
potentially limiting the generalizability of the findings. Furthermore, participants 
completed the procedure in their own homes, a much less controlled environment than 




parents, siblings, pets, computer notifications, and other sources, and Internet 
connectivity issues such as audio and video delays were common, providing an additional 
source of distraction and making it more difficult to standardize the procedure across all 
participants. Furthermore, when data collection occurs in our lab on campus, parents of 
child participants are asked to wait in a separate, adjacent room during the study 
procedure. Parents are able to monitor their child’s session via TV monitor without 
influencing their child’s responses. However, in Study 2 reported here, parents were more 
likely to be present during their child’s session, either sitting in the same room as their 
child while they completed the procedure with the researcher over Zoom, or sitting right 
next to their child, occasionally helping them navigate the online questionnaire and select 
their responses. The more overt presence of participants’ parents during the procedure 
could have very well influenced children’s responses to the worldview questions. This 
possibility can be investigated by watching the recordings of data collection sessions, 
coding whether or not the parent was present, and conducting a series of t-tests on the 
UWM-CF items to see if there were any consistent differences in children’s responses 
when a parent was present. This analysis is currently underway. 
 There are also important limitations with the sample of Study 1. Namely, the 
majority of Study 1 participants (200 of the 233 participants used for analyses) were 
recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Although MTurk has been widely and 
successfully utilized in psychology research and has been shown to provide 
representative samples for studies on beliefs, such as political beliefs (Clifford, Jewell, & 
Waggoner, 2015; Conway, Repke, & Houck, 2017), MTurk workers are a unique 




capacity and are, in many ways, expert survey-takers. Furthermore, 75 MTurk 
participants (27.27%) failed to pass the quality control question (“To ensure that you are 
reading each question, please choose strongly disagree for this item.”), whereas only six 
participants recruited through the family registry (15.38%) failed to pass the quality 
control question. Nonetheless, using MTurk provides a more diverse subject pool that 
what is normally obtained in university settings (Paolacci & Chandler, 2014), and the 
check question provides some confidence that the retained participants were properly 
reading the measures. 
 Finally, across both Study 1 and Study 2, the vast majority of adult participants 
and parents of child participants identified as either Christian or non-
religious/atheist/agnostic. Although there were enough adult participants who identified 
as Muslim (n = 7) in Study 1 and enough parents of child participants who identified as 
Jewish (n = 6) in Study 2 to include these groups in post hoc analyses, these were still 
very small ns. Thus, comparisons of these groups to Christians and non-
religious/atheist/agnostic individuals should be interpreted very cautiously. Comparisons 
between Christians and non-religious/atheist/agnostic individuals can, on the other hand, 
be interpreted with much more confidence.  
Future Directions 
 The clear next step in this line of research is currently underway: collecting data 
on additional children 7-9 years old in order to re-run the Study 2 factor analyses on an 
adequate sample (N = 100-200). Factor analyses on an adequate sample can be 
interpreted with more confidence, thus providing a more informative answer to the 




However, even if we only interpret the results of Study 1, there does appear to be room to 
improve the UWM-CF to better fit the factor structure of the UWM.  
There are several potential approaches to improving the fit between the factor 
structures of the UWM and UWM-CF in future research. One option is to eliminate items 
from the UWM-CF that did not load onto factors in the predicted pattern and replace 
them with other items from those factors on the UWM. For example, different Secularism 
items could be taken from the UWM and translated into child-friendly language to see if 
EFAs would then produce different factors for Eastern-Based Spirituality and Secularism 
(two factors on the UWM that were merged and slightly reorganized in the factor 
structures identified in Study 1 and 2). Alternatively, new items from other belief, value, 
and attitude measures, such as the Primals Inventory (PI-99; Clifton et al., 2019) that 
measures Primal World Beliefs, could be added to both the UWM and UWM-CF and 
followed by new rounds of EFAs and CFAs to assess whether there are core worldview 
beliefs in children and/or adults that are not yet captured by these two measures. This 
research may reveal that there are core beliefs in children’s worldviews that are not core 
beliefs in adults’ worldviews. If so, factor analyses would retain items on the UWM-CF 
that are not retained on the UWM, thus maintaining a degree of misfit between the two 
measures. Even if there are factors on the UWM-CF that are not present on the UWM 
and vice-versa, as long as there are overlapping factors with a high degree of thematic 
consistency (e.g., the Self-Reliance factor of the UWM-CF in Study 1 and the UWM), 
these two measures can still be used to assess worldview development across the lifespan.  
Another clear next step for this line of research is collecting UWM-CF data on a 




or older than 7-9 years and (2) investigate worldview development. As explored in the 
first sections of this dissertation, worldview beliefs, values, and attitudes experience 
significant change over the course of childhood and adolescence. However, the extent to 
which worldview content and structure change across development is unknown. Perhaps 
factor analyses on the UWM-CF using data from children and adolescents older than 7-9 
years would reveal closer factor structures to those of the adults in Study 1. Future 
research can also investigate at what age worldviews match adults’ worldviews in content 
and structure, such that participants can be administered the UWM instead of the UWM-
CF. Research using the UWM-CF and UWM on a wider age range can also reveal how 
similar or dissimilar worldviews are in both content and structure at 7-9, 10-12, 13-15, 
and beyond. If they are dissimilar enough, two worldview measures, the UWM and 
UWM-CF, may not be sufficient in capturing worldviews across the lifespan. Once these 
questions have been answered, the UWM-CF and UWM can be used to investigate 
worldview development, such as which worldview factors develop first and how scores 
on the UWM and UWM-CF change across different periods of life. Both cross-sectional 
and longitudinal research will be hugely informative in answering these questions. 
An additional area for future research is using both the UWM and UWM-CF to 
assess cross-cultural similarities and differences in the worldviews of children and adults. 
The two measures can be translated and administered to various populations, comparing 
and contrasting the factor scores of these different populations. Through this research, 
one can establish whether or not the five-factor structure of the UWM is present in adults 
cross-culturally. It could be that the worldviews of cross-cultural individuals are 




structure is culturally bound to the population from which it was built (i.e., adults from 
the United States). Similarly, the UWM-CF can be used to establish whether the 
worldviews of children from different cultures have the same factor structure, whether 
the same factors develop first, and how developmental changes in one’s worldview are 
similar or different cross-culturally. 
 A fourth area of future research is investigating the factors that influence 
worldview development. One factor that influences a child’s worldview is the worldview 
of their parents, but to what extent are worldviews successfully transmitted from parents 
to children? To begin investigating this question, the UWM-CF is currently being 
administered to the parents of child participants in Study 2. This research will provide 
insights on the degree to which children’s worldviews (as measured by the UWM-CF) 
match the worldviews of their parents (as measured by the UWM-CF) and which 
worldview dimensions are the most and least consistent between parents and children. 
Furthermore, demographic information collected from parents during Study 2 can be used 
to investigate particular moderators of parent-child worldview transmission, such as 
household income, number of siblings, and political and religious affiliations. 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, the UWM-CF appears to be a good adaptation of the UWM, with 
only a few differences in the factor structures of the UWM and UWM-CF on adult data. 
While there are more differences between the factor structures of the UWM-CF collected 
on child data and the factor structure of the UWM, these findings are far less reliable for 
the reasons listed above. Furthermore, the UWM-CF items show strong correlations to 




political affiliations of both adult participants and the parents of child participants. Future 
research is necessitated to (1) run analyses on a larger child sample and (2) make small 
adjustments to the UWM-CF (and possibly the UWM) to ensure the factor structures of 
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Appendix A: UWM and UWM-CF 
Factor UWM Items UWM-CF Items 
Humanism and 
Harmony 
We should all try to take care 
of each other. 
We should all try to take care 
of each other. 
People should consider other 
people’s feelings.  
. 
Every person has the potential 
to do good. 
Every person can do good 
things 
We should encourage small, 
supportive groups in society.  
 
I believe it is more important to 
be a good person rather than a 
successful person.  
 
Nature should be protected 
from being damaged by human 
activity. 
Humans should protect nature. 
Basically, all human beings 
have a great potential for good.  
 
Inner growth is really 
important to me. 
It’s really important to me to 
keep trying to be a better and 
better person. 
We are healthier when we live 
in harmony with our natural 
world. 
 
I want to contribute to society 
in my own, unique way. 
 




Science is the only source of 
trustworthy knowledge. 
Science is the best way to learn 
things about the world. 
Prayer may make someone feel 
good, but otherwise it is 
pointless. 
 
It is pure coincidence that 
human life has developed on 
Earth. 
 
Regarding my life, after death 
everything is over. 
After I die, everything about 





I find the whole idea of 
‘spirituality’ or ‘something 
spiritual’ nonsense. 
 
When people say they feel joy 
through spiritual experiences, 
this is just the power of 
suggestion. 
 
After death, my soul goes to an 
absolutely peaceful place, the 
Heaven. 
 
I take a moment for prayer or 
meditation regularly. 
I pray (talk to God) a lot. 
What people call ‘God’ does 
not only exist above, but also 
here in the world around us. 
What people call “God” exists 
above in heaven and also here 




After death my substance 
unifies with the universe or the 
big whole. 
After death, my spirit (the 
invisible part of me that makes 
me, me) gets mixed in and 
becomes part of the universe. 
After death my soul connects 
with the world spirit or the 
infinite force. 
 
I believe in reincarnation, that 
is to say, that we will be born 
again in this world after our 
death. 
 
When overcoming my ego, I 
reach enlightenment (Nirvana) 
and peace. 
 
Nothing is really ‘dead’; spirit 
infuses everything and 
everyone. 
Nothing is really “dead.” There 
is spirit in everything and 
everyone. 
I see the Earth and humanity as 
part of an ensouled or spiritual 
reality. 
 
We can receive messages from 
spirits. 
Spirits (people without bodies) 
can talk to us. 
Some people possess actual 
spiritual powers like healing 
and being able to foresee the 
future. 
Some people have spiritual 
powers like healing or being 






After death my substance 





Anyone who really wants to 
work can get a job. 
Anyone who really wants to 
work can get a job. 
If people really want to 
succeed, they'll overcome any 
kind of discrimination. 
If someone really wants to 
succeed, nothing can hold them 
back. 
Social welfare programs just 
prevent people from working 
toward taking care of 
themselves. 
Helping poor people (like by 
giving them money) means that 
they won’t learn to take care of 
themselves. 
If you work hard and manage 
your money well, you’ll never 
have to worry about being 
poor. 
If you work hard and save 
money, you won’t be poor. 
When poor people do drugs, 
it’s because they don’t want to 
improve themselves.  
Unemployment exists because 
some people don’t want to 
work. 
No other group of people can 
keep you down if you are 
determined to succeed. 
Determinism 
The feeling that we have 
personal choice is actually just 
an illusion. 
There is no such thing as free 
will. We don’t really make our 
own choices. The idea of "free will" is a 
joke: there is no such thing. 
People only believe in "free 
will" because they are taught to 
believe in it. 
People think that they can 
make their own choices, but 
they really can’t. 
Human beings are like 
computers: controlled by their 
programming, and without real 
choice. 
Human beings are controlled 
by their programming and 





Free will with a part of human 
nature 
 
People really have "free will" 
in making choices for their 
lives. 
People really have free will. 
They can make their own 







Appendix B: Non-Worldview Items Used to Assess Discriminant Validity  
We should all try to eat vegetables. 
Every person can do cartwheels. 
It’s really important to me to read a little bit every day. 
Doing arts and crafts is the best way to relax. 
After I go to sleep, I always have good dreams. 
I sing a lot. 
Nothing is really invisible, you just need a microscope to see it. 
Anyone who really wants ice cream can have it. 
If someone really wants to go to sleep, nothing can hold them back.  






Appendix C: Demographic Questionnaire for Study 1 
What is your age in years?  ____________ 
 
What is your gender identity? 
o Female 
o Male 
o Another gender: ____________ 
 
What is your race/ethnicity? (Check any/all that apply) 
Ethnicity refers to the origins of the respondent's ancestors and should not be confused 
with citizenship, nationality, or place of birth.  
o Black/African 
o East Asian 
o Hispanic/Latin/Central/South American 
o Indian (NOT Native American) 
o Middle Eastern 
o Native American/American Indian 
o Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
o White/European 
o Another Ethnicity (please specify): ________________________ 
o Prefer not to answer 
 
Please enter your zip code: ____________  
Note: This is used to determine which parts of the country our participants represent and 
to see if responses vary by location. 
 
What religion, if any, do you practice/affiliate with?* 
o Christianity  
o Hinduism  
o Buddhism 
o Judaism  
o Islam  
o Another religion (please specify): ____________ 
o I am nonreligious/Agnostic/Atheist  






How strongly do you hold your religious beliefs? Circle a number.*  
 
Not Very Strongly                            Somewhat                                 Very Strongly 
1                 2                 3                 4                 5                 6                 7 
 
 
Based on what you know about politics, you are… (circle the number that best represents 
your political attitudes).* 
 
        Liberal                                                           Conservative 
1                 2                 3                 4                 5                 6                 7 
 
 
Based on what you know about politics, you are most likely to vote… (circle the number 
that best represents your political attitudes).* 
 
      Democrat                                                  Republican 
1                 2                 3                 4                 5                 6                 7 
 
 





Appendix D: Demographic Questionnaire for Study 2 
Information About Your Child 
 
Child’s Age (in years): ____________ 
 





o Another gender (please specify): ____________ 
 
Child’s Race and Ethnic Origins 
Ethnicity refers to the origins of the respondent's ancestors and should not be confused 
with citizenship, nationality, or place of birth. (Check any/all that apply) 
o Black/African 
o East Asian 
o Hispanic/Latin/Central/South American 
o Indian (NOT Native American) 
o Middle Eastern 
o Native American/American Indian 
o Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
o White/European 
o Another Ethnicity (please specify): ________________________ 
o Prefer not to answer 
 
Has your child been diagnosed with any form of developmental delay, learning or reading 
deficiency or disability, or cognitive or social impairment? Examples include dyslexia, an 
autism spectrum disorder, Down's syndrome, nonverbal learning disability, specific 
language impairment, etc. 
o Yes (please specify the diagnosis your child has received): 
________________________ 
o No 









Do you suspect that your child may have a form of developmental delay, learning or 
reading deficiency or disability, or cognitive or social impairment that has not been 
diagnosed? Examples include dyslexia, an autism spectrum disorder, Down's syndrome, 
nonverbal learning disability, specific language impairment, etc. 
o Yes (please specify the delay that you suspect): 
_________________________________ 
o No  




Information About Your Child’s Family 
 
Please enter the zip code where your child lives. If your child lives in multiple zip codes, 
enter the one that the child spends the most time in. 
Note: This is used to determine which parts of the country our participants represent and 
to see if children's responses vary by location. 
 




Please list the birthdates and genders for each of your child’s siblings (if applicable) 
  
 Birthdate (mm/dd/yyyy) Gender 
Sibling 1   
Sibling 2   
Sibling 3   
Sibling 4   
Sibling 5   
 














Please indicate the range of family income from all sources 
o $0 – 19,999 
o $20,000 – 39,999 
o $40,000 – 69,999 
o $70,000 – 99,999 
o $100,000 – 139,999 
o $140,000 – 179,999 
o $180,000 – 219,999 
o $220,000 or greater 
o Prefer not to answer  
 





o Other legal guardian (please specify): ____________ 
 
What religion, if any, do you practice/affiliate with?* 
o Christianity  
o Hinduism  
o Buddhism 
o Judaism  
o Islam  
o Another religion (please specify): ____________ 
o I am nonreligious/Agnostic/Atheist  




How strongly do you hold your religious beliefs? Circle a number.*  
 
Not Very Strongly                                 Somewhat                        Very Strongly 







Based on what you know about politics, you are… (circle the number that best represents 
your political attitudes).* 
 
         Liberal                                              Conservative 




Based on what you know about politics, you are most likely to vote… (circle the number 
that best represents your political attitudes).* 
 
       Democrat                                                  Republican 





Where did you hear about this study? 
o A phone call or email from the Minds Lab 
o Social media (e.g., Facebook) 
o Other (please specify): ____________ 
 
 
Please list any observations or suggestions that you would like to share regarding 
this study session in the space below. This includes the scheduling process, using Zoom 




















High Belief Low Belief 
